Three Strikes Against Walsh 

The views of Edward J. Walsh (December 30th) concerning "new" management theories 
are disturbing for three reasons. First, I am concerned about the accuracy of his article "Don't 
Read These Books," which describes IBM as a "traditional" company, the kind that the books 
disparage, while Apple company "epitomized 'creativity' in management," or the kind of 
company that the books applaud. In Search of Excellence discusses IBM at great length often 
spending pages describing it in glowing terms while Apple is hardly mentioned. 

Second, I wonder about the references to Megatrends which is about ten major trends in 
society, only two of which are trends in business. 

Third, the point of his article seems to be that books which discuss "new" management 
theories are bad because they do not blame government policy for the ills that come upon 
American business. Personally, I find it refreshing to read how the successes of many American 
companies can be emulated instead of how the very nature of business cries out for government 
control. 

JEROME S. HOROWITZ 
Ogden, Utah 


Thanks For The Plug 
Thank you for the space you gave to our report on library bias that appeared in your 
December 2nd issue. Propaganda Research Institute has received orders from across the country 
thanks to your write-up. 
MIMI JAFFE, Director 
Propaganda Research Institute 
Montebello, California 


Blaze Your Own Trail 
In the January 27th issue, reader Lloyd C. Graves complained that THE NEW 

AMERICAN fails to match his fundamentalism. And reader W.J. Wohlieter complained that the 
magazine fails to meet his standards of objectivity, being too far right, whatever that is. Well, I'm 
as anti-collectivist as either of them, and could just as easily complain that my agnostic 
viewpoint has never received sympathetic treatment. Am I complaining? No! You're doing a 
good job, and I don't think you should submit to someone else's idea of perfection ... not even 
mine. 

WILLIAM WALKER 

Sparks, Nevada 


Congressman Smith Delighted 
I brought my Conservative Index issue (January 6th) to a recent meeting of our Tax 
Relief organization attended by Chairman Meldrim Thomson. Congressman Robert C. Smith 
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was delighted to find himself among only six who received a 100 percent score. He held up the 
magazine and talked about the issues involved. 
Congressman Smith noted that he received only a five percent rating from the liberal 

ADA. At this point, former Governor Thomson interrupted to ask: "Bob, I want to know what 
you voted for to get a five percent rating from the ADA before I support you again." The 
audience ate it up! 

MALCOLM L. HAYES, JR. 

Epping, New Hampshire 


Nation Needs A Conscience 

Because I wanted to have an open mind about The John Birch Society, I decided to 
subscribe. I was looking for a voice that could most closely reflect the aspirations and values of 
our middle class. I was looking for answers about how we can make this nation worth defending 
against atheistic barbaric Communism. 

Then, I noted that you are critical of giving moral support to Sakharov or material support 
to the Contras; and with Savimbi, you are against such aid on one page and for it on the next 
page. You are also critical of Buckley and National Review and President Reagan, all of whom I 
support despite their accommodation to leftist influence. 

But I also agree that we have been betrayed too often by men we had thought were truly 
conservative. Yes, if leftists pull them one way, then we should try to be that counterforce.... 

Are you being more effective in holding to your purist and inflexible positions, unwilling 
to take the risks of betrayal? I think you may well be by the reasons given for your opposition. 
Your stand may not stop the aid to the Contras, but it may increase our vigilance to protect our 
interests for which the aid is given in the first place. 

In this sense, THE NEW AMERICAN can be like a conscience that is protective by its 
very opposition. Therefore, while I support Buckley and Reagan, I also support you. God bless 
you, and may you speak out with increasing strength. 

ARTHUR SHARRON 
Encino, California 


Use A Better Label 
Stop categorizing Americanism as right-wing. Using the leftist, liberal label for a 
Christian, pro-American only perpetuates their dogma. 
RONNIE MEESE 
Pflugerville, Texas 


FRONT PAGE The Secret Ways of 
Warren Burger 


The Chief Justice versus the Constitution 


In sixteen months the nation will begin celebrating the 200th birthday of the 
Constitutional Convention held in Philadelphia, which officially met from May 25 to September 
17, 1787. 

A Presidential Bicentennial Commission was created by Congress to mark this milestone 
in American history. In January 1985, President Reagan announced that the acting executive 
director would be Senator Roger Jepsen (R-IA), defeated for reelection in November 1984. 
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Immediately, the conservative Republican experienced difficulty in securing a budget from his 
former colleagues in Congress. At the same time, the Washington Post and the Des Moines 
Register carried on a campaign in their news and editorial pages insisting that Senator Jepsen 
lacked the intellectual and historical background for the post. 

Senate staff sources insisted to this correspondent that the author of this campaign was 
Chief Justice of the United States Warren Burger, and that the campaign was actively carried on 
by his long-time administrative assistant Mark W. Cannon. White House Counsel Fred Fielding 
was said to have been a participant in a political plot to remove Senator Jepsen as head of the 
Commission and have Chief Justice Burger appointed as its chairman. 

On April 18, 1985, the White House announced that Senator Jepsen was removed as 
acting director of the Bicentennial Commission and appointed to a six-year term as chairman of 
the National Credit Union Administration at an annual salary of $73,600. Chief Justice Burger 
was not only appointed Commission chairman, but Mr. Cannon was named as staff director at an 
annual salary of $86,200. 

"I acceded to the Commission's request to release him as my administrative assistant with 
great misgivings," the Chief Justice told reporters with a straight face. He also maintained that 
Mr. Cannon's appointment was the unanimous choice of the 23-member Commission that 
includes a careful balance of liberals, conservatives, blacks and women. Senator Edward 
Kennedy (D-MA) is a member, as is Representative Philip Crane (R-IL). 

The names of the 23 members of the Commission were not released, until after Chief 
Justice Burger's appointment was made public. It was reported that Burger had veto power over 
the selection of the Commission members. 

"The Chief Justice wanted this Commission to amount to something and become 
institutionally important," the Washington Post quoted a White House official as saying in an 
oblique slap at Senator Jepsen. In November 1985, Chief Justice Burger said that the 
Bicentennial was a unique opportunity for all Americans to learn about and recall the 
achievements of the Framers of the Constitution and the Founders of the American Republic. 
"This Commission will seek to encourage a spirit of inquiry for the celebration as we approach 
the Bicentennial," he added. 

That pledge of a "spirit of inquiry" does not extend to the Commission itself. Since its 
first formal sessions last year, the Chief Justice has insisted that they be kept secret. Senator 
Strom Thurmond (R-SC), chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, insisted that Commission 
meetings should be open to the public and on the record. The Chief Justice prevails in his 
preference for secrecy. 

On November 20, 1985, U.S. District Judge Louis Oberdorfer ruled that the Commission 
can continue to hold its meetings in secret after it was sued by the Washington-based Public 
Citizen Litigation Group (PCLG) demanding that the meetings be opened to the public. "What is 
this board doing that should be secret?" asked Patti Goldman, PCLG attorney. 

Critics of the Chief Justice maintain that he engineered the ouster of Senator Jepsen and 
the appointments of himself as chairman and his administrative assistant as staff director, in 
order to use the Commission as a forum to promote changes in the constitutional system. 

He has, in fact, served as Honorary Chairman of Project '87, headed by liberal New Deal 
historian James MacGregor Burns, and has hosted dinners at the Supreme Court for that 
organization, some of whose members advocate changes in the constitutional system along 
European parliamentary lines. Mark W. Cannon has denied that the Chief Justice favors such 
changes and dismisses his affiliation with Project '87 as innocuous. 
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This explanation clashes with the record of the Chief Justice ever since he was appointed 
to the high court by President Nixon in 1969. Supreme Court historian Alpheus Thomas Mason 
maintains that the fifteenth Chief Justice has carried on the liberal judicial activism of his 
predecessor Earl Warren. "The Warren and Burger Courts have taken policy initiatives on their 
own," he adds. 

The Chief Justice has justified the secrecy of the Bicentennial Commission on the 
grounds that it began its work late. He told reporters at a rare press conference last year that his 
decision was in keeping with the secrecy that was imposed on the original Constitutional 
Convention in 1787. "We're following the precedent of the signing of the document," he added. 

The secrecy rule at the Convention in Philadelphia was not without its critics. Thomas 
Jefferson, writing to John Adams from Paris on August 30, 1787, termed the rule an "abominable 
precedent," adding that "nothing can justify this example but the innocence of their intentions & 
ignorance of the value of public discussions." 

If the Constitutional Convention had been open there is reason to believe that a 
Constitution would never have been written, since the delegates would have been exposed to 
outside pressures restricting their actions. "By the rule of secrecy the Convention may have done 
itself a service, but it did a disservice to history," wrote historian Carl Van Doren. 

The secrecy rule, however, extended beyond the Philadelphia Convention and evidence 
exists that it was used by those favoring ratification as a political weapon during the historical 
struggle in late 1787 and during the first seven months of 1788. Luther Martin of Maryland, a 
forceful foe of the Constitution and a delegate to Philadelphia, bitterly complained to the 
Maryland House on November 29, 1787, that requests for copies of the proceedings of the 
Convention were repeatedly turned down. 

Few Americans realize that from 1787 until 1819 the minutes kept by Major William 
Jackson, elected secretary of the Philadelphia Convention, remained secret. It was not until the 
administration of President James Monroe that Congress authorized their publication. But when 
the Secretary of State John Quincy Adams examined the Jackson Convention Journals, he found 
them in "such disorder, that to have published them as they were, would have given to the public 
a book useless and in many respects inexplicable." 

Despite the editing skill and scholarship of Secretary of State Adams, the Jackson 
Journals remain almost useless as source documents as to the intent and motives of the Framers. 
The nineteenth-century historian Jared Sparks wrote James Madison in 1831 that "your secretary 
to the convention was a very stupid secretary, not to take care of those things better, and to make 
a better journal than the dry bones that go by that name." 

James Madison recorded a detailed journal of what transpired at the Constitutional 
Convention. However, he refused repeatedly to have his own notes published until after his 
death. It was not until 1840 that they were published, and they remain to this day the only 
authoritative source of what transpired during the Convention on a daily basis. 

In 1799, Madison wrote to Thomas Jefferson that the idea of publishing his notes should 
be "well weighed" because "it is a problem what turn might be given to the impression of the 
public mind." Later, in 1819, when the incompetent Jackson Journals were published, Madison 
was asked to publish his own notes and he refused. 

In 1821 the notes of New York delegate Robert Yates were published. Since they were 
critical of Madison, he was asked when the public could expect to read his version of the 
convention. 

"In general it appeared to me," Madison replied, "that it might be best to let the work be 
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posthumous till the Constitution should be well settled by practice and till knowledge of the 
controversial proceedings of its framers could be turned to no improper account." 

Madison could only have been referring to the enemies of his friend and fellow 
Virginian, Supreme Court Chief Justice John Marshall. "Under his leadership, national power 
was expanded and state power was curtailed," observed historian Mason. 

In March 1821, for example, the Marshall Court handed down in the case of Cohen v. 
Virginia a reaffirmation of the 1816 decision that the Supreme Court had the authority to review 
decisions of the state courts. This decision, like so many during Marshall's 35 years on the bench, 
infuriated advocates of States Rights and foes of expanding Federal power. 

Had the political enemies of Marshall obtained Madison's detailed notes on the 
Constitutional Convention they would have argued that his decisions were contrary to the intent 
of the Framers in Philadelphia and would probably have sought his impeachment. James 
Madison, with a lifetime of experience at political maneuvering, was not about to accommodate 
the enemies of John Marshall. 

In the decades between 1787 and 1861, the advocates of States Rights, which John 
Marshall deplored during his lifetime, fought a series of losing battles with the advocates of 
national power. The Marshall Court played a powerful role in defeating the advocates of States 
Rights. It was only after 1840 when the issue of slavery became linked to States Rights that the 
South acted on the premise laid down by Maryland delegate Luther Martin. 

Two months after the conclusion of the Constitutional Convention, Martin had warned 
that "arbitrary power may and ought to be resisted even by arms if necessary. The time may 
come, when it shall be the duty of the state, in order to preserve itself from the oppression of the 
general government, to have recourse to the sword." 

The Civil War might well have been avoided, had the Marshall Court been subjected to 
checks on its centralizing decisions. For it is without question that the sectional conflicts, which 
culminated in four years of bloodshed were exacerbated prior to 1840, creating polarization 
between the federal government and the individual state governments. Had a true public record 
of the Constitutional Convention been available during the Marshall years, it would have 
demonstrated that the Framers did not intend for the judiciary to exercise unlimited power over 
the sovereignty of the states. The Marshall Court, without intending to, set the country on the 
path towards bitter sectional conflict by its decisions that emasculated the power of the states as 
enumerated in the Constitution. 

The slavery issue, after 1840, added lethal fuel to the flaming conflicts between the 
federal and the states governments. The secrecy issue thus played a critical role in jeopardizing 
the Constitution, for once the precedent was set and power centralized, the states have since been 
systematically denied their sovereignty and power principally by the judiciary. The Warren and 
Burger courts have continued the trend. 

-- JEFFREY ST. JOHN 


FRONT PAGE U.S. Constitution Bicentennial - Events to be marked in 


1986 and 1987 
1986 


January 16 
Adoption of Thomas Jefferson's Virginia Statute of Religious Freedom. Later it became model 
for the First Amendment. 
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January 21 
Virginia invites separate states to a commercial conference in Annapolis, Maryland, to revise 
the Articles of Confederation. James Madison is author of the idea. 
February 28 
Great Britain indicates it will not honor 1783 Peace Treaty of Paris, that calls for a withdrawal 
of its troops from the Great Lakes, until debts by former American colonists are settled. 
June to September 
A major economic depression reaches its deepest point throughout thirteen states. 
August 7 
Congress agrees to the proposal for revising the Articles of Confederation. 
August 31 
Armed insurgents prevent the Massachusetts Court from sitting. 
September 5 
First of a series of violent outbursts over farmers' debts being collected by the courts. 
The State Supreme Court sitting in Worcester, Massachusetts is broken up by armed insurgents. 
September 11-14 
Annapolis Convention. Five states attend, debate revisions of the Articles of Confederation, set 
May 1787 for a constitutional convention to be held in Philadelphia. 
September 26 
Armed insurgents, five hundred strong, in Springfield, Massachusetts, force the state's Supreme 
Court to adjourn over the debt issue. 
December 
Shays Rebellion is climax of other violence in the year over court-collected debts. 


1987 


January 25 
Shays' rebels attack and seize the Federal Arsenal at Springfield, Massachusetts. 
February 4 
Shays Rebellion is crushed and his followers scattered. 
February 21 
Congress adopts resolution calling on states to meet in Philadelphia, May 14, for a 
Constitutional Convention. 
February to May 
Delegates are named to the Constitutional Convention. 
May 14 
Convention delayed with only two state delegations present. 
May 25 
Convention finally opens with the necessary quorum of seven states present. 
May 29 
Virginia Plan drawn up by James Madison goes beyond revising the Articles of Confederation 
and proposes drafting a new document. 
June 15 
New Jersey submits a nine-point plan to protect smaller states, stressing retention of the Articles 
of Confederation. 
July 5 
New York delegation quits the Convention, protesting the historic meeting was going beyond 
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revising the Articles of Confederation. Alexander Hamilton remains as the lone delegate from 
New York. 
July 13 
Northwest Ordinance adopted while Convention meets. Act lays groundwork for political 
organization of settlements beyond thirteen original states. 
July 16 
Connecticut's compromise is submitted. Votes in the Senate would be based on equality with 
one vote for each state, and House votes based on population. 
July 24 
Convention's Committee of Detail begins work on framing specifics of the document. 
August 6 
Great Debate on particulars of the Constitution begins over terms of office and powers of 
Congress to regulate foreign and interstate commerce. 
September 17 
Final approval of the U.S. Constitution is given and it is signed. 
September 19 
New Constitution is published for the first time in Philadelphia papers. 
September 26 and 28 
Calls are heard from dissident Convention delegates to censure Congress for going beyond 
revision of the Articles of Confederation. 
September 28 
Congress calls for the states to convene conventions of ratification and sends draft of the 
document to the separate thirteen state capitals. 
October 27 
First of the Federalist Papers, authored by James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and John Jay, 
is published. 
December 7 
Delaware becomes the first state to ratify, unanimously, the new Constitution. 
December 12 
Pennsylvania ratifies the document, 46 to 23. 
December 18 
New Jersey, by unanimous vote, is the third state to ratify the Constitution. 


WASHINGTON Senate To Consider 


Genocide Treaty 


Growing understanding leads to increased opposition 


Sometime over the next several weeks Senate Majority Leader Robert J. Dole (R-KS) 
will move to bring the Genocide Treaty to the Senate floor for debate and -- if Dole and the 
Reagan Administration have their way -- final ratification. 

The battle over Senate approval of the Genocide Treaty has raged off and on for nearly 
four decades. Now, under a conservative President and in a Republican-controlled Senate, the 
treaty appears to be rapidly moving toward ratification. 

Yet the renewed Senate battle comes at a time when elements of the American Jewish 
community, long thought to be the staunchest advocates of U.S. ratification, are beginning to 
express opposition to the treaty. This shift in Jewish attitudes became apparent last December, 
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when Senator Dole attempted to break a filibuster and bring the treaty to the Senate floor. 

Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) objected to Senator Dole's proposal, since "there are Jewish 
citizens who previously strongly supported this treaty [and] now realize that Israel will be most 
likely the first nation to be victimized by it." 

"I have been gratified in recent weeks because a number of people are now becoming 
aware of the implications of the proposed Genocide Treaty," Helms told his colleagues in the 
Senate. "And, in particular, I have heard from scores of Jewish citizens who previously had 
strongly supported the treaty." 

At this point Senator Howard M. Metzenbaum (D-OH) rose to challenge Helms' 
assertions. Metzenbaum, himself Jewish, said, "I think I am in a better position to reflect the 
position of the American Jewish community ... and I say without any equivocation that the 
American Jewish community believes that the Genocide Convention should be ratified." 

Then, Senator Chick Hecht (R-NV), also Jewish, took the floor to rebut Senator 
Metzenbaum. "In reply to the distinguished Senator from Ohio," Hecht said, "in this past week 
many top Jewish attorneys, international attorneys, met on my behalf. I asked them to analyze 
the Genocide Treaty. It was their unanimous opinion ... that the Genocide Treaty would not be in 
the best interest of the State of Israel or the United States of America." 

A week later, Senator Metzenbaum again took to the floor of the U.S. Senate to claim 
overwhelming Jewish support for the Genocide Treaty. This time he attempted to back up his 
claim with a letter from Hyman Bookbinder, the Washington Representative for the American 
Jewish Committee. 

"It is simply mind-boggling to have it suggested by the Senator from North Carolina and 
the Senator from Nevada that there is Jewish opposition as such to ratification," Hyman 
Bookbinder wrote. "... I know firsthand how supportive the entire Jewish community has been, 
and remains." 

Mr. Bookbinder also took issue with the charge that the interests of Israel would be 
damaged by the treaty, saying "it is now suggested that Israel, and presumably the Jewish people, 
would be hurt by Senate ratification. This is among the more ludicrous arguments that have been 
raised." 

Yet fears that a U.S.-ratified Genocide Treaty would be used against the United States 
and Israel are not without warrant. On August 22, 1983, the Palestine Arab Delegation of New 
York, an agency of the Arab Higher Committee for Palestine, submitted to President Reagan "An 
Indictment of Israeli Political and Military Leaders for Genocide. Crimes Against Humanity and 
War Crimes Against the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza." 

Among the international treaties and agreements cited by the Delegation to support its 
"indictment" was the Genocide Convention. In fact, the document specifically quotes Article II 
of the treaty. "We submit to you, Mr. President, members of the United States Congress, and the 
American people," the Delegation wrote, "this indictment of the Israeli War Criminals. This 
indictment contains only a few examples of the war crimes, crimes against humanity, and 
Genocide, which have been committed and are being daily committed against the Christian and 
Muslim Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza." The indictment concludes with the finding that 
"Israeli authorities are guilty of the Crime of Genocide and are punishable for that crime in 
International Law as defined in [the Genocide Convention]." 

The Palestine Arab Delegation also implicated the United States in Israel's alleged crime 
of genocide, stating: "The Israeli War Criminals would not have been able to commit and to 
continue committing these crimes without the military, financial, economic, and political aid 
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afforded them by the United States. This makes the United States Administration and Congress 
accomplices for these crimes." 

Clearly, the Genocide Treaty does pose a threat to Israel and the United States. 
Conservative Senators are gearing up to oppose the treaty once again. But, according to sources 
in the Senate, the outlook is not good. These sources warn that should Senator Dole succeed in 
bringing the treaty up for a vote, it will more than likely be ratified. 


-- KIRK KIDWELL 
VIEWPOINT/ Watching Washington 
VIEWPOINT/ Evans-Raymond Pierre 


Watching Washington 

With Congressional elections less than ten months away, attention has already begun to 
focus on candidates for House and Senate races across the country. 

Although a challenger's political record is sometimes hard to gauge and present to the 
public, no such problem arises when discussing the performance of an incumbent. Congressmen 
are rightly praised or reviled by the public for their votes. But what happens when an important 
bill is never voted on because it simply never made it out of the subcommittee to which it was 
assigned? A collective sigh of relief rises from Capitol Hill, that's what. Each time the members 
of Congress can ignore a bill that would really test their commitment to American principles, 
most are delighted. Therefore, when judging whether a Congressman should be reelected or 
given his walking papers, the electorate must consider not only what bills he has supported and 
opposed, but also those he has pointedly ignored. 

One of the most important issues Congressmen have ignored during the 99th Congress 
involves American financing of Communist dictatorships. 

Assisting Communist Nations 

For more than sixty years, American businesses -- largely with the encouragement of the 
United States government -- have assisted Communist regimes in developing their war-oriented 
industries. American assistance to these governments has come in the form of loans, loan 
guarantees, subsidized sales, and technology transfers. The idea that the Communists would 
"mellow" once the West began trading with them and opening its technological treasures to them 
is clearly mistaken. 

It can be shown that Western and American aid and trade enabled the Soviets to invade 
Afghanistan. In like manner, the Communist bosses in mainland China are delighted at the 
thought of receiving American military technology, with which they will likely attempt to 
conquer Free China. Were it not for American economic and technical assistance, the Soviet 
Union, Red China and their client nations would not have been able to assist North Korea in the 
war against South Korea in the early 1950s. And South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos would 
never have fallen to Communists without massive Soviet and Red Chinese aid, much of it made 
possible by Western help. In other words, the best defense against Communism is to put an end 
to American assistance that goes to the various Communist dictatorships. 

Two bills introduced in the House of Representatives in early 1985 by Congressman 
Philip M. Crane (R-IL) would scrutinize or prohibit direct and indirect federal financial 
assistance to Communist regimes. 

H.R. 97 would amend the Trade Act of 1974 and the Export-Import Act of 1945 to 
prohibit all extensions of credit guarantees, investment guarantees, or grants by any agency of 
the United States government to any Communist country. The bill has been referred to the 
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International Finance, Trade, and Monetary Policy Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, and to the Trade Subcommittee of the House Ways and 
Means Committee. As of January 15, 1986, twenty-five members of the House had co-sponsored 
HR, 97. 

H.R. 1345 was also introduced by Representative Crane. This bill would require the 
President to report to Congress on a quarterly basis the status of all loans, guarantees, credits, 
and grants to Communist countries made directly by the United States government or indirectly 
through an international agency in which the United States is a member. H.R. 1345 has been 
referred to the International Finance, Trade, and Monetary Policy Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, and to the International Economic Policy 
and Trade Subcommittee of the House Foreign Affairs Committee. As of November 11, 1985, 
H.R. 1345 has been co-sponsored by a mere fifteen representatives. 

If these bills are to be considered by the full House of Representatives, they must first get 
through the subcommittees and committees to which they have been assigned. This is where the 
American voter can play a role. Time after time, it has been shown that no matter how much 
special interests want to have their way, it is the will of the informed and active electorate that 
most legislators will heed. 

Personal letters and phone calls to representatives are the most effective lobbying tools 
voters have at their disposal. For example, in a letter dated September 12, 1985, Representative 
John McCain (R-AZ) was non-committal about his supporting H.R. 97. He wrote, "I think more 
flexibility is needed than is provided for in the bill." So strong were the subsequent responses of 
McCain's constituents that he finally saw the light and wrote in a January 2, 1986 letter: "I have 
chosen to co-sponsor H.R. 97. You may be sure that I will support any measure which aids 
freedom's fight against Communist aggression." Rest assured that McCain's constituents will 
continue to lobby for his co-sponsorship of H.R. 1345. 

H.R. 97 and H.R. 1345 are worthy of Congressional support and public attention. At a 
time when the military might of two Communist superpowers is growing, our allies in Europe 
continue to sell those regimes technology with military applications. Nor can we afford to have 
our own government providing and guaranteeing the loans and credits to our sworn enemies that 
make such sales possible. 

At this writing, plans are underway to make H.R. 97 and H.R. 1345 major issues with the 
American public, the media, and most importantly, the Congress. We ask our readers to write to 
their representatives urging them to support H.R. 97 and H.R. 1345. If enough awareness about 
this issue is generated at the grassroots level, many reelection bids this November will be 
decided on support, lack of support, or indifference toward stopping U.S. assistance to 
Communist regimes. 

At the present time, there are no similar bills in the Senate. With a little encouragement, 
Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC), Edward Zorinsky (D-NE) and others might introduce such needed 
legislation in the Senate. 

This is an election year. Please start your own campaign on this vital issue today. Do not 
let H.R. 97 and H.R. 1345 die in subcommittee. 


Any Congressman can be reached by writing to Hon. (John Doe), House Office Building, 


Washington, DC 20515. Any Senator can be reached by writing to Sen. (Joe Doakes), Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20510. 
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Eldridge Cleaver won notoriety in the late 1960s as one of the most rabid of the 
anti-American revolutionaries of that turbulent period. Born in 1935, he had been in and out of 
various prisons during much of his life when, in 1966, he joined the newly created Black Panther 
Party. It was because of his 1968 book Soul on Ice, a collection of items he had written while in 
prison, that his name became so well-known. Then, on April 6th of that year, he participated in a 
shootout with Oakland, California police. Not wanting to return to prison, he fled to Cuba and 
spent the next seven years roaming through the Communist world -- through Cuba, Algeria, 
North Korea, China and the USSR. 

In 1975, claiming homesickness and total disillusionment with Communism and 
revolutionary politics, he returned to America and announced his conversion both to Christianity 
and anti-Communism. He has been denounced by some of his former comrades as "an apostate, a 
turncoat, even an FBI informer." 

Over the past several years, he has spoken in numerous Christian churches about his 
experiences, and more recently, in seminars arranged by CAUSA International, a project begun 
by Reverend Sun Myung Moon and his Unification Church. Originally operating under the full 
name Confederation of Associations for the Unity of the Societies of the America, CAUSA now 
claims to have broadened its concern about the growth of Communism and is active throughout 
the entire free world. 

In the words of CAUSA President Colonel Bo Hi Pak, "Communism is an ideology, a 
system of thought" that must be combatted "by a superior one." To stress his point, he makes the 
interesting claim that Communist ideology "defeated the United States in the Vietnam War .... It 
was an ideological defeat." Disagreement would come from those who contend that Communism 
is not an ideology in which men believe, but a conspiracy in which men participate. 

Having again become noteworthy in recent years as a result of his anti-Communist 
statements, Cleaver granted Reason magazine a lengthy interview that was published in 
February 1986. In the introduction to the actual question and answer dialogue, Reason's editors 
felt compelled to note that the former revolutionary now has "a right-wing reputation -- a 
reputation, as this interview makes clear, that is a far cry from the truth." We quote below some 
of Cleaver's interesting and revealing attitudes, not all of which we find deserving of question, or 
of applause. 

J. Edgar Hoover: "Sure I can understand J. Edgar Hoover, because he wasn't inaccurate 
.... He said we were the main threat. We were trying to be the main threat .... We were plugged 
into all of the revolutionary groups in America, plus those abroad. We were working 
hand-in-hand with communist parties here and around the world, and he knew that. So from his 
position, he had to try to stop us." 

Solving Poverty: "If we do it through the state like, say, President Roosevelt did it with 
the New Deal, you augment the power of the state. But if you do it through decentralized 
structures that are controlled by the people, then we maintain our freedom, within a free 
institution. I don't want to see the government get control of the economic system as a whole and 
the livelihood of all the people, because I have seen that, and it's a no-no." 

Stopping Communism: "The old thing that Lenin said about communists being able to 
buy their ropes from the capitalists with which to hang the capitalists -- this is something I have 
thought about for a long time. Conservatives often talk about this and try to have boycotts and 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


cut off trade. But the way to destroy communism is through our technology and through open 
trade." 

Ideology As A Weapon: "I think that ideology is primary. The armies of communism are 
the instruments of the ideology and not vice versa." 

First Impressions: "When I first went to those countries, boy was I impressed .... I was 
full of praise, because I got that standard tour that they give people to impress them. I took the 
same tour that Barbara Walters took in Cuba, and Senator McGovern, but after the tour I had a 
chance to meet other people and have a different experience .... When you get a chance to see 
behind the scenes, behind the rhetoric of international solidarity and world revolution and all of 
that, there is naked self-interest. You see the Soviet Union jockeying for power against China." 

Prisons: "Prisons are necessary because we have to be able to isolate certain kinds of 
behavior. The death penalty is the spearhead of this whole thing. But what we have done is lop 
off the spearhead by getting rid of the death penalty, and so the tension in the whole penal code 
is removed." 

South Africa: "They went to visit Nelson Mandela, and they asked him, 'Would you 
prefer apartheid to communism?’ And his attitude was, Communism is better than apartheid. 
Because apartheid has him in prison and has had him in prison for twenty years. Well, you get a 
guy in a communist country who has been in prison there for twenty years, and he will tell you, 'I 
would rather live under apartheid,' because he could leave [once released]. But the truth is that 
any form of constraint on our freedoms is not acceptable." 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


NATION Space 
Shuttle Tragedy 


The nation had become blasé about America's space program after 56 fatality-free 
manned missions in 25 years. Three astronauts had died in a launch-pad fire in 1967, but no 
astronaut had lost his life in space. As one successful shuttle flight followed another, marred only 
by minor technical problems or weather-caused delays, public and media interest waned. A week 
in orbit had become almost routine in the minds of many people, not much different from a flight 
in a commercial airliner. 

The shuttle mission that began at Cape Canaveral on the morning of January 28th had 
attracted more than the usual amount of attention because its seven-member crew included the 
first ordinary citizen to go into space. Christa McAuliffe, a 37-year-old social studies teacher 
from Concord, New Hampshire, had been chosen out of 11,000 applicants from around the 
country to be the first teacher in space. She had planned to teach two lessons from space and tens 
of thousands of schoolchildren were watching on television as the shuttle Challenger blasted off 
at 11:38 AM. 

Everything seemed normal during the first minute of the flight as the huge craft was 
propelled into the atmosphere by two solid-fuel booster rockets and the shuttle's main engines, 
which were fueled by more than half a million gallons of liquid hydrogen and liquid oxygen. 
Suddenly, the Challenger exploded in a ball of fire, killing all the astronauts on board and 
raining debris down on the Atlantic Ocean. Twenty recovery ships and aircraft searched a 
1,200-square-mile area for hours but found no trace of survivors and very little of the debris from 
the spacecraft. 

Jesse W. Moore, associate administrator of NASA, said after seeing television footage of 
the fiery blast that "we will not speculate as to the specific cause of the explosion based on that 
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footage. It will take all the data, careful review of that data, before we can draw any conclusions 
on this national tragedy." He ordered all data dealing with the flight impounded and said that a 
formal review board would be established shortly to study the information and report on the 
disaster. 

President Reagan, after announcing that he would postpone for one week delivery of his 
State of the Union message, said that "Wwe mourn seven heroes: Michael Smith, Dick Scobee, 
Judith Resnik, Ronald McNair, Ellison Onizuka, Gregory Jarvis and Christa McAuliffe. We 
mourn their loss as a nation, together." He told the families of the seven that "your loved ones 
were daring and brave and they had that special grace, that special spirit that says, 'Give me a 
challenge and I'll meet it with joy.” 

The President also spoke to the school-children of America. "I know it's hard to 
understand that sometimes painful things like this happen," he said. "It's all part of the process of 
exploration and discovery, it's all part of taking a chance and expanding man's horizons. The 
future doesn't belong to the fainthearted. It belongs to the brave. The Challenger crew was 
pulling us into the future and we'll continue to follow them." 

Looking ahead, Mr. Reagan said: "I've always had great faith in and respect for our space 
program, and what happened today does nothing to diminish it .... We'll continue our quest in 
space. There will be more shuttle flights and more shuttle crews and, yes, more volunteers, more 
civilians, more teachers in space. Nothing ends here. Our hopes and journeys continue." 

Despite the President's assurances, however, the future of the manned program is 
clouded. At best, shuttle flights may be delayed a year or two while the investigation of the 
Challenger tragedy goes on. With 15 flights having been scheduled for this year, such a delay 
will preclude some valuable scientific and medical discoveries. The delay will give 
congressional opponents of the program plenty of opportunity to lobby against manned flight as 
dangerous and costly. And the disruption, along with the loss of one of the four shuttle vehicles, 
could harm America militarily by forcing postponement of military flights and perhaps even 
impacting on the deployment of an anti-missile shield in space. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


HEMISPHERE Censorship Continues in 
Nicaragua 


The scenario is a familiar one: A strong critic of an authoritarian anti-Communist 
government helps bring to power a totalitarian Communist regime. After a brief hiatus, the critic 
recognizes the true nature of the new government and is immediately subjected to harassment 
and censorship. 

Such is the story of La Prensa, the Managua daily newspaper that frequently denounced 
the Nicaraguan government of Anastasio Somoza in the late 1970s. The assassination of the 
paper's editor, Pedro Joaquin Chamorro, in January 1978, is thought to have helped the 
Sandinistas attain power in Nicaragua in 1979. But La Prensa's continuing support for 
democratic freedoms after the revolution led the Sandinistas in March 1982 to impose strict prior 
censorship over the paper and over all of Nicaragua's independent media. 

While the National Assembly approved a decree stating that censorship should be related 
exclusively to military and economic matters, said current La Prensa editor Jaime Chamorro, 
"the Directorate of Communications Media of the Mint has continued censoring La Prensa as if 
nothing had occurred in the Assembly; that is to say, it throws out, cuts and mutilates all kinds of 
information, especially that of a Catholic religious nature." 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Last month, the U.S. State Department published the text of 34 articles censored by the 
Sandinistas from La Prensa issues dated October 21 to November 5, 1985. The topics covered in 
the excised articles included criticism of the Sandinistas by the Catholic Church; rejection of last 
October's state of emergency by six political parties; shortages of cooking oil, sugar and soap; 
the cost of Daniel Ortega's trip to New York last fall; government confiscation of farms; and 
Sandinista harassment and persecution of evangelical Christians. 

Since La Prensa is virtually the only source of non-Sandinista information for most 
Nicaraguans, the regime's censorship campaign makes sense from its point of view. It certainly 
does not want the country's predominantly Catholic population to know that their bishops have 
accused the Sandinistas of "intimidating priests, raiding church properties, and threatening or 
pressuring the church's lay workers." Or that the Communist regime had forbidden Cardinal 
Miguel Obando y Bravo to celebrate an open-air Mass, restricted the sale of gasoline so that 
people could not drive to the Mass, slashed the tires of buses that were to have transported 
people to the site, and noted the registration of those vehicles that did get there. 

It is understandable that dictator Daniel Ortega would not want the Nicaraguan people to 
know that his nine-day visit to the United States on the occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the 
United Nations "cost the Nicaraguan people no less than $1.5 million, according to estimates by 
leaders of the Communist Party of Nicaragua." One article that never appeared in the October 
28th issue of La Prensa said the party leaders "added that, when that figure is converted at the 
official exchange rate, it turns out that Ortega spent over a billion cordobas; something unheard 
of for a country that is suffering from a devastating economic crisis." 

In addition to the 34 articles reproduced by the State Department, brief mentions of 25 
other censored pieces were included. These involved articles dealing with violations of human 
rights; a protest by the Permanent Human Rights Commission of the government's occupation of 
the Catholic Church Social Services Office; layoffs of employees of the El Mejor coffee firm and 
of Aeronica, the Nicaraguan airline; criticism of the inefficiency of the Housing Ministry; and 
even storm damage to coffee trees and roads in rice-growing areas. 

Sandinista censorship of La Prensa has several times been so severe that the paper was 
unable to publish at all. As the Communists continue to consolidate their power in Nicaragua, it 
is just a matter of time before La Prensa is shut down entirely and the dark night of 
totalitarianism descends on all aspects of life in the Central American nation. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


VIEWPOINT/ Propaganda Peace March 


VIEWPOINT/ Tan 
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The writer is a specialist in Latin American affairs. 
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Solomon Belete was born in Ethiopia in 1936. A graduate of his country's National 
Defense Academy, he also earned both bachelor's and master's degrees in geography at Halle 
Selassie University in Addis Ababa. His military career saw him rise to the post of Commandant, 
Ethiopian Marine Corps. He later served as the director of security for Ethiopian Airlines. 

In June 1977, he and his wife escaped from the Communist regime that controls their 
country by walking through a desert to neighboring Djibouti. With the help of former U.S. 
Ambassador to Ethiopia E. Ross Adair (a former Congressman from Indiana), the Belete family 
entered the United States in 1980. They reside in Fort Wayne, Indiana. 

As part of his efforts to end the Communist tyranny that has engulfed his native land, 
Solomon Belete founded the Ethiopian Peoples Democratic Alliance. He makes himself 
available in America for interviews and speeches about the horror that has befallen Ethiopia. 

Q. One year ago, as the Ethiopian famine dominated the news, Americans daily saw 
photographs and newsreel coverage of hundreds of thousands of starving refugees. Huge sums of 
money were raised to feed the Ethiopian people. What effect has this aid had and what is the 
condition of Ethiopia today? 

A. Some of the international humanitarian aid has gotten through and continues to get 
through to the famine victims, and, of course, this has saved some lives. But large portions of 
this aid have been allowed to spoil in the ships in Assab harbor, or on the docks, because the 
Communist regime of Mengistu Haile Mariam is not interested in ending the starvation; in fact, 
the regime is responsible for the famine. Mengistu has also confiscated food supplies to help feed 
and pay his "army." He also charges fees or imposes taxes of over twelve dollars for every ton of 
food that the West provides. So this aid is being used to support and keep in power this 
murderous regime. 

In the past year, Soviet totalitarian rule has been further tightened. Soviet collectivization 
of farmland continues, and the forced induction of all young men into the armed forces to serve 
Soviet imperialism has increased. So, in most respects, Ethiopia is in worse condition today than 
it was a year ago. 

Q. Some of the news media coverage of the famine has been critical of the Mengistu 
regime's handling of aid, but generally, the main blame is placed on the drought. 

A. For over two thousand years of recorded history, Ethiopian farmers have dealt with 
drought on a regular basis with no huge famine or great loss of life. The current drought has 
brought hardship and hunger, but we would have survived it, as in the past, without famine. 

What is happening in Ethiopia is a repetition of the Soviet policy employed in the 1930s 
in the Ukraine, where Stalin achieved his political objective of "pacification" of the Ukrainian 
people through mass starvation. The Ukraine had been very productive -- it was known as "the 
breadbasket of Europe" -- but the Soviet army forcibly removed or destroyed all food, livestock, 
grains and seeds, causing millions of Ukrainians to starve to death. 

The Communist regime in Addis Ababa is engaged in a similar practice in order to starve 
the Ethiopian people into submission -- in order to build the totalitarian, atheistic, Communist 
state. 

Q. What is the level of Soviet influence in Ethiopia? 


A. The Soviets have complete domination. Ethiopia is under foreign Communist control. 
There are over 3,000 Russians, 12,000 Cubans, 2,000 Czechoslovakians, and some Romanians, 
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East Germans and Bulgarians. These foreign Communists actually run the country -- the 
government, military, transportation, education and industry. Without them the regime would 
collapse. You see, Mengistu and his men are an incredibly ignorant lot and do not know the first 
thing about running a country. Most of them have little or no education. They are rabble, "vulgar 
boys" who want only power and wealth. But they are completely dependent on support from the 
Soviet Union and would be swept from power without that support. 


Q. What other trademarks of the Soviets are evident in Ethiopia? 


A. The whole country is a police state. One must have permission from authorities to 
travel more than a single kilometer from one's home -- that's only five-eighths of a mile. Travel 
documents are required, and to go out of the city one must go through numerous check points, to 
be searched and inspected. Anyone on the streets after curfew is shot without question. At any 
time, you may be dragged out of your home and executed without trial. 

You have probably seen photos of the huge bronze statue of Lenin in the capital, Addis 
Ababa, and the banners adorned with Marx, Engels and Lenin which hang from the buildings, as 
in the USSR. Concentration camps and religious persecution are also features. 

The regime has officially named our country "Socialist Ethiopia" and has formally stated 
that its goal is Communism. 


Q. What is the strategic significance of Ethiopia to the Soviets? 


A. Ethiopia is vital to the Soviets both for their more immediate conquest of Africa and 
the Middle East, and in the larger picture for their global designs. First of all, Ethiopia occupies a 
strategic position on the Horn of Africa where control of the Red Sea can be established. The 
Soviets know very well that the industrial might of the West depends greatly on oil from the 
Middle East, much of which must pass through the Red Sea and the Suez Canal. 

Q. And they already have control of South Yemen, at the entrance to the Red Sea, so they 
can choke off naval traffic through the narrow strait of Bah el Mandeb. 


A. Exactly so. And in South Yemen, they have stockpiled enormous caches of arms to be 
used throughout the region. The Soviets have turned the island of Socotra into a naval base for 
control of the Gulf of Aden and the northern Indian Ocean. Off the Ethiopian coast, in the Red 
Sea, they have built a very large runway and air force installations on the Dahlak Archipelago. 
They intend to totally control that vital world waterway. 

Another important reason for Soviet interest in my country is its human resources. 
Ethiopia is one of the most populous nations of Africa and the Soviets want to use our people as 
their surrogate army and as their cannon fodder. They have forcibly conscripted 500,000 young 
men and have plans to build the army to one million. This is far beyond a reasonable level for 
any legitimate defense need. Some of these Ethiopian troops have already been sent to serve as 
Soviet surrogates in Afghanistan, Mozambique and Angola. Ethiopia is becoming the Cuba of 
Africa. It is also becoming a center for terrorist training for all of Africa and the Middle East. 

Still another reason the Soviets want Ethiopia is the control they can exercise over a 
significant part of the water supply for Sudan, Egypt and Somalia, because it originates in 
Ethiopia. 

The Soviets are also using radio broadcasts from our country to subvert, spread 
disinformation, and incite revolution throughout Africa. They have taken over the largest radio 
station in Ethiopia -- The Voice of the Gospel, a religious station -- and are broadcasting, for 
instance, at least three hours of Communist propaganda daily into other parts of Africa. I have 
seen no mention of this in the Western press. 
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Q. How widespread is the opposition to the present regime? 


A. Over 95 percent of the Ethiopian people hate the regime. This is another thing that the 
American and Western media have not properly reported. Please remember 1.8 million 
Ethiopians have been killed in the ten years since the Communists took power. During the Red 
Terror of 1977-78 alone, over 200,000 people were brutally murdered, including many women 
and children. Their bodies were left in the streets and relatives could not claim the corpses of 
their loved ones until they had paid the regime a fee for the cost of the execution. More than 
three million Ethiopians have fled the country. There is not a family that has not been affected by 
the brutality. 

At no time in Ethiopia's history has there been anything even remotely to compare to the 
calamitous events of this past decade. Besides the human carnage, the Communists have ruined 
the productive economic infrastructure. In ten years, they have not established a single industry 
or new business venture. Farms, plantations, manufacturing plants and other businesses -- 
operating at a profit and providing jobs and income before the regime confiscated them -- are 
now operating at a loss if they are operating at all. The Communists have bankrupted the nation 
and squandered the resources of our Treasury. 


Q. Like the $200 million reportedly spent on the 10th anniversary party for the 
revolution? 

A. Yes. While millions of people were starving, these vulgar boys and their Soviet 
masters were celebrating in luxurious, hedonistic style. They have wasted the nearly $800 
million in foreign exchange reserves of Ethiopia's Treasury. They have expropriated all real 
property -- private houses, office buildings, apartments and real estate. 

All of this has led to universal dissatisfaction, disgust and revulsion. In fact, armed 
insurrection is taking place not only in Eritrea and Tigre provinces, but throughout every part of 
the country. Except for Angola, in no other country in Africa have the people raised up, bearing 
arms against their own government in such large numbers and over such a prolonged period. In 
spite of the paucity of their weapons, food and supplies, and the vast Soviet armaments that the 
regime throws against them, they continue fighting. 

Ethiopia is a very religious country, primarily Muslim and Christian. The peoples of both 
faiths are united in their hatred of atheistic Communism and the Mengistu regime which has 
desecrated so many of their churches and mosques. Mengistu would be swept out immediately 
by the people, if not for the aid of his Soviet bosses. The East Germans are in charge of the secret 
police, and they have spies everywhere who point out anyone even suspected of harboring 
opposition to the regime. Summary execution is common. So this, together with restrictions on 
travel and meetings, makes it difficult to organize within Ethiopia. 

Q. Did you attend the December conference of Ethiopian anti-Communist resistance 
leaders held in London? 

A. Yes, and it was a very significant and productive meeting. This was the most 
broad-based alliance of Ethiopian resistance leaders ever to assemble. There were representatives 
from all religious, ethnic and political groups -- Christian, Muslim, Tigrean, Eritrean, Oromo, 
Afars -- and we are all unified in opposition to the Communist usurpers in Addis Ababa and are 
committed to establishing representative democratic government. 


Q. Some reports indicate that there is strong support for a return to a constitutional 
monarchy. Would your groups support such a move? 


A. If that is the will of the Ethiopian peoples, then yes, we would support that mandate. 
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Q. How will you translate the new, united opposition into practical, effective measures to 
replace the present Communist dictatorship? 

A. Well, as you know, many of these groups are presently involved in military combat 
against the regime, and now we will be able to better coordinate their actions. We cannot reveal 
all of our plans and strategy, of course, but one thing that is very important is to persuade the 
United States to remove its support and recognition of the criminal "government" in Addis 
Adaba. 

Q. Congressman Toby Roth (R-WI) last year succeeded in attaching to a foreign aid bill 
an amendment calling for trade sanctions against Ethiopia until it stops selective distribution of 
famine relief supplies. But the amendment was severely weakened in conference. Do you support 
Roth's actions? 

A. Yes, it would be very helpful if something like the Roth amendment were passed. The 
United States does something like $200 million in trade with Ethiopia, which helps the 
Communists greatly. America and the Free World countries should not allow trade with, or aid 
to, the Mengistu dictatorship. It is not a legitimate government and should not even have 
diplomatic recognition. Socialist Ethiopia, because of its atrocities and genocidal policies, should 
be scorned as a pariah state by civilized nations. 

Ethiopians traditionally have high regard for America. So it is hard for us to understand 
how America can both allow the Soviet Communists to take control of our country and continue 
to give aid to these usurpers after they have already proven to be such tyrants. 

Q. Yet Congress and the President have instituted sanctions against South Africa. Do 
you see a double standard here? 

A. I do not wish to disparage any legitimate aspirations for economic, social, and 
political rights that black South Africans may have, but we cannot begin to compare the actions 
of Pretoria with those of Addis Ababa. You will not see South Africans starving by the hundreds 
of thousands, or summarily executed en masse as happens in Ethiopia. So yes, there is a double 
standard, a selective morality operating here. 

Q. Many entertainers, politicians and other public figures have protested, marched, and 
picketed against South Africa to show opposition to apartheid. But when it comes to Ethiopia 
they simply hold fund-raising events for famine relief: Would they accomplish more for 
Ethiopians by protesting against the Mengistu regime? 

A. Mengistu has already become a public relations burden to the Soviets because he is so 
arrogant and stupid as to allow Western observers and news media to witness and record his 
atrocities and wastefulness. Yes, protests of the magnitude of those against South Africa would 
put pressure on the Soviets and help to undermine the Mengistu regime's support in the West. 
Everything possible should be done to focus public attention on the regime's responsibility for 
the genocidal catastrophe in my country. There is no hope for stopping the famine until the 
Communists are overthrown and freedom is restored in Ethiopia. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


AMERICAN OPINION 
Bicentennial Plot 


A scheme exists to "turn the founders upside down" 
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Gary Benoit earned a Bachelor of Science magna cum laude from the University of Lowell 
(Massachusetts). Since 1977, he has served on the staff of The John Birch Society. At present, he 


is the director both of the Society's TRIM Committees (Tax Reform Immediately) and of Birch 
Research Inc. 


America is gearing up for the Bicentennial of the U.S. Constitution. From May 25th until 
September 17th of 1987, appropriate celebrations will mark the 200th anniversary of the 
Constitutional Convention that met in Philadelphia. Then will come the bicentennial dates for 
each of the ratifying state conventions. Other important events to be commemorated include the 
election of George Washington as our first President, the convening of the first Congress, and the 
ratification of the Bill of Rights to the U.S. Constitution. The last of these commemorations will 
occur on December 15, 1991, making our constitutional bicentennial a four-year tribute. 

The tribute that is paid, however, may consist of something other than to the principles 
embodied in the Constitution; it may instead be a repudiation. 

The founding principles of the Republic may be cast aside because there are powerful 
forces at work bent on changing our form of government. For many decades these same forces 
have helped to move America away from constitutional limitations toward an all-powerful state. 
They now hope to formalize radical changes that have already been taking place by rewriting the 
Constitution. 

These entrenched powers are planning to use the occasion of the Constitution's 
bicentennial for a "reappraisal" of our nation's governmental system. And the radical changes 
that they recommend, as their "tribute" to the Founders, will be portrayed as reforms needed to 
modernize the Constitution and make government more efficient. 

Fantastic? Not at all. In his 1984 book The Power To Lead, Professor James MacGregor 
Burns made this appraisal of our constitutional system: "Let us face reality. The framers [of the 
Constitution] have simply been too shrewd for us. They have outwitted us. They designed 
separated institutions that cannot be unified by mechanical linkages, frail bridges, tinkering. If 
we are to 'turn the founders upside down' -- to put together what they put asunder -- we must 
directly confront the constitutional structure they erected." 

Burns is co-chairman of Project '87 (read: 1987). According to its literature, this 
prestigious private group is "dedicated to commemorating the Bicentennial of the United States 
Constitution by promoting public understanding and appraisal of this unique document." 
(Emphasis added.) Project '87 claims not to take positions on changing the Constitution. But that 
disclaimer hardly allays concern over what direction the group's "appraisal" of the Constitution is 
likely to take with Burns as co-chairman. 

He is also a member of the board of directors of the Committee on the Constitutional 
System, another prestigious private group. The CCS was established for what it calls "a candid 
assessment" of our constitutional system. Unlike Project '87, however, this group is anxious to 
offer specific changes. 

Changes to the Constitution can be made two ways: by the amendment process used for 
the last 200 years, or by a new constitutional convention. Under the present drive for a 
balanced-budget amendment, an unprecedented second constitutional convention could be called 
during the bicentennial era. Should this occur, the second convention could far exceed what 
balanced-budget proponents intend. It could be used, in fact, to write a new constitution, which is 
exactly what happened at the original convention of 1787. Only this time, instead of a dream 
coming true, the result could be a nightmare. 
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Without understanding our unique legacy of freedom, one cannot fully grasp the extent to 
which seemingly reasonable "reforms" -- proposed by the Committee on the Constitutional 
System and by others -- could repudiate the founding principles of our Republic. Nor can one 
properly realize how a second constitutional convention -- portrayed as an innocent re-enactment 
of the first -- could be used for that end. 

The Founding Era 

Signed on July 4, 1776, the Declaration of Independence proclaimed: "We hold these 
truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. 
That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers 
from the consent of the governed. That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive 
of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute a new 
Government, laying its foundation on such principles...." 

That foundation for that new government based "on such Principles" was originally the 
Articles of Confederation. They were approved by the Congress after more than a year of debate. 
After ratification by every one of the newly independent thirteen United States, they became the 
supreme law of the land on March 1, 1781. 

The Articles of Confederation created a "perpetual Union between the states" known as 
"The United States of America." Under this confederacy, each state retained "its sovereignty, 
freedom, and independence, and every Power, Jurisdiction and right, which is not by this 
confederation expressly delegated to the United States ...." Also, "the Articles of this 
confederation shall be inviolably observed by every state, and the union shall be perpetual; nor 
shall any alteration at any time hereafter be made in any of them; unless such alteration be 
agreed to in a congress of the united states, and be afterwards confirmed by the legislatures of 
every state." 

Although the basic principles embodied in the Declaration of Independence have 
endured, that original constitution, the Articles of Confederation did not. It was short-lived 
because it failed to create sufficient order for the new union of states. The Articles were not 
inviolably observed by the states, nor was the union under their confederation perpetual. 

When the states under this confederation began deliberations to remedy the defects in the 
Articles, they were at first primarily concerned with problems in the areas of trade and 
commerce. One such problem was a dispute between Maryland and Virginia over navigation 
rights on the Potomac River. In March 1785, George Washington, hoping that this dispute could 
be resolved through discussion, hosted a meeting of delegates from Maryland and Virginia at his 
home. Gathering at this Mount Vernon Conference, the delegates recommended that the two 
states meet annually "for keeping up harmony in the commercial relations" between them. 
Maryland's delegates in approving this also decided to invite to the annual meetings delegates 
from two other neighboring states, Delaware and Pennsylvania. Virginia, however, 
recommended a meeting of all the states "to take into consideration the trade of the United States 
...."" This led to the Annapolis Convention, which in turn set the stage for the Philadelphia 
Convention that drafted the Constitution. 

Held in September of 1786, the Annapolis Convention was attended by delegates 
representing only five of the states. Because of the poor representation, the delegates decided not 
to proceed on what they called "the business of their mission." Instead, they suggested that "the 
power of regulating trade is of such comprehensive extent, and will enter so far into the general 
System of the federal government, that to give it efficacy, and to obviate questions and doubts 
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concerning its precise nature and limits, may require a correspondent adjustment of other parts of 
the Federal System." They therefore recommended a meeting of the states that could considers 
not only trade, but "such further provisions as shall appear to them necessary to render the 
constitution adequate to the exigencies of the Union ...." 

After evaluating the Annapolis Convention, the Continental Congress proposed that "a 
Convention of delegates who shall have been appointed by the several states be held at 
Philadelphia for the sole and express purpose of revising the Articles of Confederation ...." 
Although the scope of this meeting was to be broader than that of Annapolis, it was still limited 
to proposing amendments to the Articles of Confederation. 

The Philadelphia Convention opened on May 25, 1787, when a quorum of delegates 
representing a majority of the states had arrived, Eventually, a total of 55 delegates representing 
all of the states except Rhode Island participated. 

The convention met behind closed doors for some four months. Secrecy was employed to 
allow for candid discussion and to make it easier for delegates to change their positions based 
upon the rightness and wrongness of each position debated, not on political considerations. 

On June 19th, after debating various proposals, the delegates decided not to amend the 
Articles of Confederation, but to devise a new national government. From that point on, the 
assembly worked in violation of its own mandate. On September 17th, 39 of the 42 delegates 
who were present, representing all twelve state delegations, signed the new Constitution. After 
the Continental Congress received the proposed Constitution, some representatives sought to 
censure the constitutional convention for faring to abide by its mandate that allowed merely for 
revisions of the Articles of Confederation. Those favoring censure, however, were not in the 
majority. On September 28th, Congress resolved to submit the Constitution to special state 
conventions for ratification. All thirteen of the original states ratified it, the last to do so being 
Rhode Island on May 29, 1790. But the Continental Congress, on September 13, 1788, had 
already proclaimed the Constitution ratified by the required nine states and ordered the new 
government to convene on March 4, 1789. 

The Constitution, therefore, was the product of a runaway convention overstepping its 
authority. Nevertheless, the product was a blessing if not a miracle. 

George Washington said of the event that it was "in the hand of God." At a critical point 
during the convention debate, when some nearly despaired of ever reaching any agreement, 
Benjamin Franklin, the oldest of the delegates, observed, "In the beginning of the Contest with 
Great Britain when we were sensible of the danger we had daily prayer in this room for the 
divine protection. -- Our prayers, Sir, were heard, and they were graciously answered ..... And 
have we now forgotten that powerful friend? Or do we imagine that we no longer need his 
assistance? I have lived, Sir, a long time, and the longer I live, the more convincing proofs I see 
of this truth -- that God Governs in the affairs of men. And if a sparrow cannot fall to the ground 
without His notice, is it probable that an empire can rise without His aid?" (Emphasis in the 
original.) 

That America did rise from a backward wilderness nation to become the envy of the 
collectivist old world is now fact. That God shed his Grace on this development is based on faith, 
but it is a faith held in common by all Americanists. 

The Founding Principles 

The Constitution provided for a stronger federal government than had existed under the 
Articles of Confederation. But under the Constitution, as under the Articles, the federal 
government was still strictly limited to specified powers that were delegated to it. To assure that 
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the federal government would not overstep carefully crafted boundaries, the Founders 
methodically interwove into the Constitution a system of checks and balances that included: 

¢ Dividing governmental powers between the national government and the autonomous 
state governments. This arrangement was unique in history and became known as Federalism. 

* Granting only certain powers to the national government; while protecting the 
individual rights from infringement by any force, whether it be by government -- foreign or 
domestic -- or by the people themselves using the dictates of a collective majority. This system 
of government is known as a Constitutional Republic. It is not a democracy, a system in which 
majority rule is unrestrained. 

¢ And, separating the limited powers of the national government into three branches: 
Executive, Legislative, and Judicial. The Legislature was further divided into two chambers, the 
Senate and the House of Representatives. 

By defining the specific powers of the new federal government, the Founders limited that 
body to its correct role of protecting God-given rights. By dividing those limited powers among 
the branches of government, the Founders denied to the national government a means to overstep 
its proper bounds and become tyrannical. 

The Constitution that the Founders so carefully crafted gave us something extraordinary: 
a government of law and not of men. Under such law, the God-given rights of the individual are 
sovereign and immutable. They may not be violated by government, no matter how compelling 
the reasons to do so may seem. Neither may the majority do so, acting through their government 
for some supposed "greater good." The majority can conceivably demand a new law that 
infringes upon a God-given right, but Congress may not properly enact such an unconstitutional 
law. If Congress did overstep its authority, the Judicial Branch was empowered to nullify the act, 
to declare an improper law "unconstitutional." These limitations on the will of the people hold 
true no matter how large a majority may want otherwise. 

For instance, the First Amendment of the Bill of Rights states: "Congress shall make no 
law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging 
the freedom of speech or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to 
petition the Government for a redress of grievances." And the Tenth Amendment states: "The 
powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, 
are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people." Under the Constitution, even a minority 
of one is protected from the desires of the majority acting through government. 

Such principles were not embodied in the Declaration of Independence and Constitution 
by accident. But the outcome could have been very different. The War for Independence could 
have ended in repudiation of rights, as was the case with the French Revolution. America's 
experience was different, however, because it was blessed with the rarest of leaders who had 
faith, wisdom and character: the faith to recognize that rights come from God; the wisdom to 
understand that the proper role of government is simply to protect God-given rights; and the 
character to fashion a government based upon such principles. 

But, the American people have gradually lost sight of our nation's founding principles. 
Their collective blindness has enabled a relative handful of individuals who seek an all-powerful 
state to increase the size of government in the name of the majority. Thus, the federal 
government has increasingly assumed vast powers beyond those specifically delegated to it by 
the Constitution, to the extent that it now claims the right and the responsibility to regulate the 
nation's economy and provide for the material welfare of the people. Gradually, America is 
becoming like the despotic Old World from which the Founders declared their independence. 
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Just as the founding of the Republic did not happen by accident, neither has our continuing slide 
backward toward despotism. 
Declaration Challenged 

On July 4, 1976, our nation celebrated its first major bicentennial event, the 200th 
anniversary of the signing of the Declaration of Independence. Less than a year before, on 
United Nations Day, October 24, 1975, the World Affairs Council of Philadelphia set its 
subversive sights on the approaching commemoration by unveiling a mockery of this great 
American document: "A Declaration of INTERdependence." 

Virtually calling for the repudiation of the Declaration of Independence, the 
"INTERdependence" document proclaims, "Two centuries ago our forefathers brought forth a 
new nation; now we must join with others to bring forth a new world order." It claims that 
mankind must "free itself from the limitations of national prejudice," and that Americans have "a 
moral obligation to strive for a more prudent and more equitable sharing of the resources of the 
earth ...." Simply stated, America's resources should no longer be ours but the property of all the 
peoples of the world. 

"A Declaration of INTERdependence" calls for "the immediate reduction and eventual 
elimination" of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons "under international supervision" and 
the placement of the "processes of production and monetary systems" under "regulation by 
international authorities." So that these goals may be reached, it supports the strengthening of 
"the United Nations and its specialized agencies, and other institutions of world ordert.... 

Any thinking American familiar with this document would condemn it -- or so one would 
think. On January 30, 1976 (the bicentennial year of our nation's independence), a delegation of 
U.S. Congressmen, representing 124 senators and representatives who had already formally 
endorsed the document, journeyed to Philadelphia, birthplace of our nation's independence, to 
publicize the "Declaration of INTERdependence." Regardless of whether or not they understood 
the true significance of their action, these Congressmen, in effect, endorsed the abolition of the 
very Constitution to which they had sworn allegiance. (Alert citizens were able to make this 
document very controversial by publicizing its thrust. Several Congressional endorsers 
eventually withdrew their support.) 

The principles of the Declaration of Independence and those of the "Declaration of 
INTERdependence" are totally incompatible. Yet, the bicentennial celebration of our 
independence was used by interdependence advocates to make their subversive philosophy seem 
more palatable. And, in the same manner, those who seek to formally restructure our form of 
government view the Constitution's bicentennial era as a grand opportunity to carry out their 
plans. 

Constitution Challenged 

The 1985 book Reforming American Government: The Bicentennial Papers of the 
Committee on the Constitutional System is described by its editor, Donald L. Robinson, as 
a"book of 'working papers" for the CCS. In that regard, James MacGregor Burns's call to "turn 
the founders upside down" is offered in its pages. According to Robinson, the draft language of 
proposed "reforms" in the book "will enable citizens to begin the difficult but essential task of 
refining ideas into specific statutory or constitutional language." Taken as a whole, the 
conclusions of the book's forty working papers, together with the draft language of seventeen 
proposed reforms, stand in direct opposition to the basic principles of the Declaration of 
Independence and Constitution. 

In Reforming American Government, the Committee on the Constitutional System has 
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boldly put on paper specific constitutional language for the wholesale altering of our form of 
government. If Americans ignore these bicentennial proposals, examples of which are given 
below, they do so at their own peril. 

The Team Ticket: "In any election for electors of president and vice-president and for 
senators and representatives, candidates ... shall be required to run on a political party slate .... 
Each voter may cast a ballot for one such slate as an entirety, and votes cast separately for 
individual candidates shall not be counted." 

Under this proposal, the independent candidate would be eliminated, and the party 
candidate who does not fit the mold of his party's chieftains would find it exceedingly more 
difficult to get elected. This procedure would be modeled after the European parliamentary 
system where voters cast ballots for the party, not the candidate of their choice. 

Bonus Seats: "The political party whose candidate is elected president shall designate, as 
members of the House of Representatives, one person for every five congressional districts ... 
[and] shall designate as senators of the United States one person for each state." 

Thus, the total membership of the House would be expanded from 435 to 522 members, 
and the Senate from 100 to 150 members. One-sixth of all representatives and one-third of all 
senators would not be chosen by the voters. Instead, these additional legislators would be 
designated by the party whose candidate is elected President. This would virtually destroy the 
vital separation of powers between the executive and legislative branches. At the same time, it 
would create a virtual oligarchy, since the political party whose candidate is elected president 
would be able to dominate both the executive and legislative branches. 

One-House Override: "Two-thirds of either house of Congress shall have power to 
present any bill, previously passed by that house and thereafter not passed by the other house 
within 120 days, to the president .... If the president signs the bill, it shall be a law." 

Thus, the ability for one house of Congress to restrain the other, as can be done today, 
would be weakened. 

Ratification by Reduced Majority: "The president shall have power to make treaties, 
provided three-fifths [sixty percent] of the Senate ... [or] a majority of each house of Congress 
concurs." 

Currently, two-thirds (sixty-seven percent) of the Senate must approve before a treaty is 
ratified. (The lower is completely excluded from the process.) This prudent constitutional 
provision -- intended to insulate our nation's foreign affairs as much as possible from political 
pressures -- had much to do with heading off U.S. involvement in the League of Nations, and 
ratification of the SALT II and Genocide Treaties. By weakening the check on the president's 
negotiations with foreign powers, the possibility of the U.S. entering into unwise treaties that 
compromise our sovereignty would be increased. 

Dissolution of the Government in Power: The "president shall have power to issue a 
proclamation of no confidence in the Congress, and the Congress shall have power to adopt a 
resolution of no confidence in the president .... A proclamation or resolution of no confidence 
shall fix a date for the calling of special elections for the appointment of electors for president 
and vice-president, and for the offices of senator and member of the House of Representatives." 

Should a president exercise his check on Congress or vice versa, the provisions of this 
proposal would enable either branch to dissolve the government in power and replace it with a 
new one formed through the calling of special elections. This would put in place an inherent 
threat against either branch freely exercising its will. Thus, the vital separation of powers would 
be eroded further, and the nation would move away from a government of law under the 
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Constitution toward one in crisis similar to European parliamentary democracies. 
What the "Reforms" Mean 

The "reforms" of the Committee on the Constitutional System would destroy the 
separation of powers built so skillfully into the Constitution, and they would move us toward the 
parliamentary system. Under that system, the party in power would be inordinately dominant 
because of its greatly increased control over both the executive and legislative branches. Rule by 
a political party that supposedly represents a majority of the electorate would prevail. But even in 
this regard, that all-important check of the people on their governing officials -- the popular vote 
-- would be dramatically weakened. All of which would violate our existing American system, 
under which fixed limitations designed to constrain dangerous governmental power and protect 
the God-given rights of the individual now prevail. 

To borrow a phrase from James MacGregor Burns, adopting the CCS proposals would 
turn the founders upside down. It would formalize radical changes that have been taking place, 
and it would change our Constitutional Republic (rule by law) into a representative democracy 
(rule by majority). 

If the Committee on the Constitutional System were only a few aging radicals from the 
campus disorders of the 1960s, its plans would not merit serious review. But it should be taken 
seriously because it has sufficient prestigious clout to influence what we do as a nation. 
Reforming American Government describes it as "a group of two hundred prominent citizens 
(among them present and former members of the Senate and House, Cabinet and White House 
staff, governors, party officials, members of academia, journalists, lawyers, and labor, business, 
and financial leaders)." 

The CCS is co-chaired by former presidential counsel Lloyd N. Cutler, former Treasury 
Secretary C. Douglas Dillon, and Senator Nancy Landon Kassebaum (R-KS). Cutler and Dillon 
happen to be members of the powerful Council on Foreign Relations, an elite private 
organization whose admitted purpose is to "shape American foreign policy" and "break new 
ground in ... international issues." It has been dubbed by critics "the invisible government" of the 
United States. Fifteen of the 41 members of the CCS board of directors are also members of the 
Council on Foreign Relations. Financial support for the CCS has come from the Ford 
Foundation, the Brookings Institution, and the Rockefeller Foundation. The Ford and Rockefeller 
Foundations have also made grants for programs of Project '87. 

The CCS has not yet endorsed any of the constitutional amendments that it is now 
considering. Nevertheless, the direction of its thinking is alien to the principles embodied in our 
Declaration of Independence and Constitution. 

A New Constitution? 

Article V of the U.S. Constitution states, "The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both 
Houses of Congress shall deem it necessary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or, 
on the application of the legislatures of two-thirds of the several States, shall call a convention 
for proposing amendments, which, in either case, shall be valid to all intents and purposes, as 
part of this Constitution, when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States, or 
by conventions in three-fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode of ratification may be 
proposed by Congress." All told, 26 amendments have been added to the Constitution. Everyone 
one of these, including the Bill of Rights, was proposed by Congress and ratified by the states. 
With the exception of the original Constitutional Convention held in 1787, the convention 
method for amending the Constitution has never been used. 

In his 1970 book Between Two Ages, Council on Foreign Relations member Zbigniew 
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Brzezinski (National Security Advisor in the Carter Administration) discussed the potential for 
using a convention to bring about change. "The approaching two-hundredth anniversary of the 
Declaration of Independence," he stated, "could justify the call for a national constitutional 
convention to reexamine the nation's formal institutional framework. Either 1976 or 1989 -- the 
two-hundredth anniversary of the Constitution -- could serve as a suitable target date ...." 
Ironically, just as the "Declaration of INTERdependence" was proposed for adoption in 1976 
(Brzezinski's first target date), we now face the possibility of a new constitution based on the 
CCS "reforms" in 1989 (his other target date). 

In 1978, two years following the Independence bicentennial, Supreme Court Chief 
Justice Warren Burger suggested a less formal reexamination: "It may seem premature to be 
thinking about the next significant bicentennial celebration in our national life, but our 
experience with the bicentennial of 1976 demonstrates the desirability of long advance planning. 
It is not too soon to turn our minds to the two-hundredth anniversary of the document signed in 
Philadelphia almost exactly 191 years ago. I submit that an appropriate way to do this will be to 
reexamine each of the three major articles of our organic law [for the three federal branches] and 
compare the functions as they have been performed in recent times with the functions 
contemplated in 1787 by the men at Philadelphia." 

Perhaps these sentiments explain why Burger accepted the post of honorary chairman of 
Project '87. They may also explain why Burger maneuvered to get the chairmanship of the 
governmental Commission on the Bicentennial of the United States Constitution. On April 18, 
1985, more than two months before the President appointed Chief Justice Burger to this position, 
a government official who predicted this development told the press that Burger "wanted this 
commission to amount to something and become institutionally important, particularly at a time 
when it seems possible that we might have a new constitutional convention." 

A New Constitutional Convention? 

Since 1975, 32 states have petitioned Congress to call a constitutional convention for the 
purpose of drafting a balanced budget amendment. If two more states submit petitions, the 
second constitutional convention in our nation's history must be held. At best, such a convention 
would result in a constitutional crisis followed by a proposed balanced-budget amendment. At 
worst, the result would be constitutional crisis followed by a proposed new constitution, one 
possibly based on the CCS "reforms." 

Most advocating a constitutional convention to mandate a balanced federal budget do not 
advocate a new constitution. Their good intentions, however, do not lessen the dangers of either 
an out-of-control convention or one that is managed to suit the purposes pursued by the CCS. 
Americans should oppose the convention call for two main reasons. 

1. Runaway Convention: There is no constitutional provision that limits the scope of a 
convention. Should one be called, there is no telling what it could produce. It could write a new 
constitution instead of, or in addition to, writing a balanced-budget amendment. Indeed, fear of 
what a second convention might do is a major reason why the convention route has never again 
been followed. 

The first Constitutional Convention established the precedent for a runaway convention. 
There is sharp disagreement among constitutional and legal scholars about whether Congress has 
the constitutional authority to limit the scope of a convention. In the event that one is called, this 
divergence of opinion would result in a divisive confrontation. 

Another debated question is whether states have the constitutional authority to limit the 
scope of a constitutional convention in their petitions calling for a convention. For instance, 
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Duke Law School professor Walter Dellinger stated in his article "The Recurring Question of the 
'Limited' Constitutional Convention," published by the Yale Law Journal in 1979: "In order to 
satisfy the various objections of the [Constitution's] framers, a Convention must be free to define 
for itself the subject matter it will address; the state legislators may call for such a Convention, 
but they should not be permitted to control it." 

Last November, when the Michigan legislature rejected a constitutional convention 
resolution that also contained a proposal to limit its scope, the argument that the safeguards could 
not be a guarantee against a runaway convention prevailed over the claim that the convention 
could be limited. State Senator Jack Faxon summed it up well when he stated, "Constitutional 
conventions are, by their very self-definition, sovereign bodies." We know what such a body 
could do if it is convened, but nobody knows for sure what it would do. 

If a constitutional convention does submit "reforms" that would alter our form of 
government, the state legislatures may not have the opportunity to reject them. Congress may 
decide instead to submit the "reforms" to special state conventions for ratification, as was the 
case with the ratification of our present Constitution. Also, the delegate selection process for 
either the national constitutional convention or the state conventions has not been determined. 

2. Balanced-budget Amendment: Even if a constitutional convention concerned itself 
with nothing more than drafting a balanced-budget amendment, the adoption of this amendment 
would not end inflation or cut taxes, the two major reasons why strong support for such an 
amendment has developed. 

Inflation is an increase in the supply of money and credit. Balancing a yearly federal 
budget would mean that the federal government would not produce any deficit for that particular 
year. But it still would have to contend with whatever yearly deficits arise from "off-budget" 
programs. If the federal government finances debt by increasing the supply of money and credit, 
this of course would be inflation. 

Nor would a balanced-budget amendment necessarily cut taxes, since the budget could be 
balanced by raising taxes just as well as by cutting spending. In all probability, a 
balanced-budget amendment would cause the politicians to do both. It could also cause them to 
move more spending items "off-budget" in order to circumvent the intent of the amendment. The 
only solution to inflation is to end the practice of increasing the supply of money and credit. 
Likewise, the only solution to the high cost of government is to cut its size. Admittedly, a 
balanced-budget amendment may increase the pressure to implement these solutions, but it does 
not supply the solution itself. 

A law was already passed, in 1979, requiring a balanced federal budget as of fiscal year 
1981 (P.L. 95-435). But it has been completely ignored. More recently, as part of the bill to push 
the national debt limit over the $2 trillion plateau, Congress passed, and the President signed, 
legislation to require a balanced federal budget by fiscal 1991. Whether or not this law will also 
be ignored remains to be seen. Even if our lawmakers do adopt a balanced budget required by 
law, this does not necessarily guarantee that the budget would be balanced. A budget is only a 
forecast! Because future spending and revenue cannot be predicted exactly and future events 
cannot be foreseen, a budget that is balanced on paper at the beginning of the fiscal year may not 
be balanced at the end of that year. 

The growing deficit crisis exists because the Constitution is treated as if it does not exist. 
The solution to the crisis is to adhere to the Constitution. Until that is done, a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget could be ignored just as easily as have been other 
constitutional provisions. If the federal government had been operating within the limits of the 
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Constitution, there would be no need even to contemplate a balanced-budget amendment as there 
would be no serious deficit crisis to resolve. 

After the Bill of Rights, the large majority of amendments added to the Constitution have 
not strengthened our Republic -- they have weakened it. Except for stripping it of those 
damaging amendments, our Constitution needs no repair. What is in need of repair is the lack of 
understanding of the principles embodied in the Constitution and of the will to put those 
principles into practice. 

A constitutional amendment to balance the federal budget is a misguided plan for two 
reasons: It may lead to far more than a balanced-budget amendment; and if it does produce such 
an amendment, there is no assurance of an end to the deficit crisis. The real issue is the integrity 
of the Constitution. 

Political Alignment: On the "Right" 

There are many conservatives who advocate a constitutional convention in the sincere 
belief that it can be limited to proposing a balanced-budget amendment and that this amendment 
would restore fiscal sanity in Washington. There are other so-called "conservatives," however, 
who would alter our form of government. One of these is Kevin Phillips, president of the 
American Political Research Corporation, who is also on the board of directors of the Committee 
on the Constitutional System. 

In Reforming American Government, Phillips is described as "a conservative 
commentator." His article, "An American Parliament," another of the book's working papers, 
states: 

The dubious doctrine of 'American exceptionalism’ -- based on the idea that this country 

is unique, or that God takes care of babies, drunks, and the United States of 

America -- is a misconception that may soon prove fatal. The notion springs from 

many sources, among them the belief that we are blessed with a peerless 

Constitution and brilliantly structured political system, designed for the ages in 

the candlelight of 1787. Yet, the United States' success in coping with the 1980s 

may depend on the speed and intelligence with which we can transform a number 

of obsolescent, even crippling, political institutions, mechanisms, and 

relationships. Conservatives, by tradition partisans of the status quo, may find 

themselves taking the reformist lead.... 

Effective reform of the federal government would be best served by a 
quasi-parliamentary transition... 
Implement Lloyd Cutler's idea of having national and congressional 

candidates run together on a quasi-parliamentary ticket, and metropolitan 

Houston, Dallas, Tulsa, Shreveport, Jacksonville, Palm Beach, Charleston, 

Winston-Salem, and a dozen other cities would immediately shift to a 

conservative coalition representation... 

The political irony ... is that aging liberals are no longer the innovators, 

but the Bourbons and Hapsburgs of contemporary institutional failure. Theirs are 

the palaces under attack, and the restless crowds beginning to throw rocks into the 

Tuileries are populist conservatives of a sort. The challenge of the 1980s is that 

conservatives may find themselves obliged to preside, not over a traditional 

electoral realignment, but over a critical restructuring of U.S. political institutions. 

Apparently, Phillips believes it is perfectly acceptable to move away from a 
Constitutional Republic toward a parliamentary democracy, as long as "conservatives" and not 
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"liberals" engineer the transition. The problem here is that the nature of man does not change, 
whether the opportunity for mischief is provided by those who call themselves "conservative" or 
by those who admit to being liberal. Also, it would be no less wrong to give power to a 
conservative majority (or their representatives) than it would be to give it to a liberal 
counterforce. Whether he describes himself as conservative or liberal, the populist -- one who 
believes in adherence to the popular will -- does not understand this. But the Americanist -- one 
who believes in America's founding principles -- does understand. 

The populist supports democracy; the Americanist supports our Constitutional Republic. 
The populist preaches that he should be allowed to carry out the popular will without restraint; 
the Americanist recognizes that no one should be allowed the power to violate the God-given 
rights of the individual. For he realizes that it would be better to have scoundrels in Washington 
who are kept away from mischief by the limiting features of our Constitution than it would be to 
have well-intentioned men with the power to implement their agenda in the name of the majority. 
The populist wants to act in the name of the majority; the Americanist wants men to act for 
themselves. The populist tries to win elections so that he will acquire power; the Americanist 
who seeks election wants to preserve our Constitutional Republic so that no man will have power 
over another. 

"Conservative" and liberal populists who seek to "reform" our system of government so 
that they can lead without restraint are supporting the same goal. Should they succeed, it will 
make no difference if the clique in power represents a conservative or a liberal majority, or if the 
growing power of government swings back and forth between these two constituencies as 
governments are dissolved and formed. Our fate in either case would be the worst tyranny of all: 
the tyranny of the majority. 

And on the Left 

Many liberals believe that a balanced-budget amendment would curtail the spending 
programs they advocate, and that a constitutional convention would result in a balanced-budget 
amendment. But others on the Left, would try to use a "balanced-budget" convention to alter our 
form of government. 

The preface to Reforming American Government states that, of the two methods 
available for amending the Constitution, "most members of the Committee would far prefer to 
proceed by the traditional method." Perhaps. But in one of the book's working papers, CCS 
co-chairman Lloyd Cutler said, "if the pending call for a constitutional convention to propose a 
‘balance the budget’ amendment is joined by the two additional states needed to provide the 
triggering two-thirds ... our committee may be ready with some better ideas." 

And CCS coordinator Peter Schauffler suggested at a Washington news conference last 
year that, should a convention be called, his group would be ready with a "package of carefully 
structured amendments to put on the agenda of such a convention." 

Thus, CCS members claim to oppose a constitutional convention, but they are prepared to 
use it for their own purposes. At such a convention, the "reformers" would enjoy the best of two 
worlds: they could blame the constitutional crisis caused by the convention on the 
"conservatives" who called for it, and they then could "rescue" the American people from this 
crisis by submitting their own agenda. Because of the benefits to their cause, we cannot help 
wondering if some CCS "reformists" claiming to oppose a constitutional convention are actually 
harboring a hidden hope that one will materialize. 

How It Adds Up 
Radical changes that are politically unattainable during normal times may be attainable 
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during times of crisis. In a Reforming American Government working paper, James MacGregor 
("turn the founders upside down") Burns brazenly admitted this, stating: 

I doubt that Americans under normal conditions could agree on the package of radical 

and ‘alien' constitutional changes that would be required. They would do so, I 

think, only during and following a stupendous national crisis and political 

failure.... 

Major changes in process and structure will not be brought about by 

spontaneous action on the part of the mass public .... Changes will be brought 

about by leadership, as in the drafting and adoption of the Constitution of 1787. 

But today such changes will not be allowed to remain in the hands of a small set 

of elites, like the fifty-five men who drew up the Constitution. The second and 

third cadres of American leadership must be fully involved... 

Do we have a third-cadre leadership of similar intellectual power and 

creativity today? The answer can be found in the civic and religious groups, in the 

local Leagues of Women Voters and local bar associations, in the unions and 

Chambers of Commerce, in the professional organizations, in the schools and 

colleges and universities of America. (Emphasis added.) 

Will the federal government's debt prove to be enough of a crisis to convince Americans 
that major "reforms" in their government are needed? Will these "reforms" be sold to Americans 
on the promise that they will make the government more "efficient," thereby alleviating the debt 
crisis? Will a constitutional convention for proposing a balanced-budget amendment be used for 
this broader purpose? After all, the architects of a new constitution could argue that the budget 
cannot be balanced, and fiscal sanity cannot be restored, unless the needed structural changes are 
made. (When the Annapolis Convention met in 1786 to resolve the trade crisis, its delegates 
were of the opinion that the resolution of the crisis "may require a correspondent adjustment of 
the other parts of the Federal System.") 

If a convention is used for the purpose of writing a new constitution based on CCS 
"reforms," will the new constitution be submitted to special state conventions instead of the state 
legislatures for ratification? (The original constitution was submitted to conventions.) If the new 
constitution is submitted to conventions, will the ratification process of our original Constitution 
be used as a precedent? Also, will these special state conventions be filled with a cadre of 
leadership of the type that James MacGregor Burns described -- one supportive of moves to turn 
the founders upside down? 

If a national constitutional convention followed by state conventions were held during 
the-constitutional bicentennial period of 1987 through 1991, would the spirit of the bicentennial 
make the whole process of "reforming" American government more palatable to Americans? 
Would the windows of a new constitutional convention be boarded up in the figurative sense? 
(Windows were literally boarded up at the original constitutional convention.) And could it be 
that Warren Burger's decision to hold meetings of the present bicentennial commission behind 
closed doors -- citing the precedent of the original constitutional convention -- mean that he has a 
future constitutional convention in mind? Indeed, will history repeat itself during the 
bicentennial era -- only this time, taking a turn for the worse? 

We do not know the answers to these questions. But we do know powerful forces are at 
work bent on destroying our form of government. Regardless of whether these forces are actually 
working to bring about a constitutional convention, they will try to use such a convention for 
their own purposes. 
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The solution is education. If enough Americans understood Americanist principles, no 
force on earth would be able to trick them into surrendering their birthright. Not during the 
constitutional bicentennial -- not ever. 


ROAR OF THE CROWD Super Bowl 


XX No Contest 


New England's Patriots find New Orleans unbearable 


Defense was the key January 26th as the Chicago Bears crushed the New England 
Patriots 46-10 in Super Bowl XX. The host city had not witnessed such a one-sided beating since 
1815 when General Andrew Jackson slaughtered the British in the Battle of New Orleans. 

The Bears had been touted as the premier defensive team during the 1985 NFL season 
and their final performance was nothing short of super. The Patriots’ first half offensive 
production totalled minus nineteen yards and a single first down. For the day, the Chicago "D" 
held the Patriots to 123 total yards, forced six turn-overs, and scored eight points on an 
interception return by Reggie Phillips and a safety late in the game when Henry Waechter 
tackled Steve Grogan in the end zone. 

Justifiably, Bear defensive end Richard Dent was named the game's most valuable player. 
Dent, who had semi-seriously threatened to sit out the game over a salary dispute, was credited 
with three tackles, one and one-half sacks, and the general wreaking of havoc all over the New 
England offensive line. Dent's defensive linemate Steve McMichael felt the MVP award should 
have gone to "the whole defense," a claim which could not be disputed by anyone. 

The Bears offense performed steadily after an early fumble by Walter Payton staked the 
Patriots to a 3-0 lead. New England generously reciprocated three times by fumbling in their own 
territory, leading to Chicago scores each time. Four other tallies were the products of drives of 
varying lengths -- all of them featuring pinpoint passing by Jim McMahon (12-20 for 256 yards 
including two bombs to Willie Gault of 60 and 43 yards). 

Matt Suhey was the first Bear to reach paydirt on a run of eleven yards. McMahon scored 
twice on short sneaks and the last Chicago touchdown came on a plunge by (who else?) William 
"Refrigerator" Perry. The "Fridge" also attempted to throw for a score to Emery Moorehead, but 
was caught scrambling (read: waddling) to the sideline when he could not spot an open receiver. 
Surprisingly, all-time NFL leading ground gainer Walter Payton failed to add a touchdown but 
was the game's top rusher with 61 yards on 22 carries. 

The Patriots offensively were nothing but patsies against the stiff Bear resistance. After 
Tony Eason failed to complete a pass in six attempts, veteran Steve Grogan was inserted to spark 
New England to a storybook comeback. But the Bears refused to roll over and play dead and the 
Patriot defense would soon resemble a pile of cadavers after spending almost two-thirds of the 
game on the field. 

When it was over, the Patriots had little to offer for an excuse. Most players admitted 
they were "outplayed" and complimented Chicago defensive coordinator Buddy Ryan for his 
outstanding game plan. 

Before leaving New Orleans, the New England players held a meeting and announced 
afterwards that the present team members, Coach Raymond Berry, and General Manager Patrick 
Sullivan had reached agreement that a voluntary drug testing program for players would begin 
next season. There had been private disclosures of drug use among several Patriot players prior 
to the beginning of the play-offs. 
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The Bears had exhibited a lot of confidence before the Super Bowl, partially a result of 
their 20-7 victory over the Patriots early in the season. Players had boasted if the team played up 
to its capabilities they would not have any problem beating New England, which proved to be an 
understatement of an understatement. Quarterback McMahon said he thought if he won the 
Super Bowl it would be a special feeling. But after he donned his victory headband with blinking 
lights, he reported that it seemed like "just another ball game." 

Again the hype surrounding the Super Bowl overwhelmingly surpassed the quality of the 
product. NBC announcer Dick Enberg said that usually ten percent of his commentary is 
extraneous information. But the mediocrity of Super Bowl XX forced that figure up to fifty 
percent. 

The Bears set Super Bowl records for most points scored in a game, first half, second 
half, and one quarter. Another record was produced by the largest margin of victory. The Patriots 
record entries were of a more dubious nature: fewest yards gained rushing and most fumbles lost. 
Their one positive offensive achievement, the Super Bowl's fastest opening score, was a gift 
from the Bears after the opening fumble. 

Another record according to some Super Bowl followers was set with the highest price 
ever extracted for a ducat by ticket scalpers. Some seats were going for more than $1,000 and the 
minimum paid was around $300. A ticket's face value was a mere $75. 

Considering that the score was 20-3 halfway through the second quarter, some spectators 
may have paid about $50 for each minute that the game was still a contest. It's no consolation, 
but now we know that the United States government is not the only organization with a 
"defense" that manages to inflate the price of a product several times before it reaches the paying 
public. 

-- T.0. SANDY 

Money and Your Freedom 

Money and Freedom 

By Hans F. Sennholz, PhD, Libertarian Press, Inc., Department TNA, Spring Mills, PA 
16875, $5.95 (postage and handling included), 88 pages. 

Monetary freedom is not just another quaint theoretical economic concept for a few ivory 
tower academics to speculate about. It is the central issue for those who want a freer America. 

Money and credit are the lifeblood of a national economy. Mayer Anselm Rothschild 
(1743-1812), founder of the powerful European banking dynasty, once stated: "Give me control 
of the money, and it does not matter who makes the laws." Rothschild understood that if a man, 
or a group of men, could succeed in controlling the monetary system of a nation, via a central 
banking monopoly, he or it would control the nation's fate. 

The power elite who today dominate international banking, the Federal Reserve, and the 
Treasury Department, are fully aware of the validity of Rothschild's dictum. Through their 
control of the Federal Reserve, and through the manipulation of the dollar, a few highly placed 
individuals have essentially succeeded in consolidating the kind of world political and economic 
power that Rothschild only dreamed about. 

But all is not lost. With the right education, combined with a greater public understanding 
of basic hard money principles, the power of the money manipulators can be broken, and 


freedom can again flourish. For this reason, a book such as Money and Freedom is essential 
because it communicates the truth about the precarious condition of the world monetary system, 
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and because it insists on the need for an immediate restoration of monetary freedom. 

In less than 88 pages Professor Hans Sennholz, an Austrian-school economist at Grove 
City College, has outlined the essential case against the present unjust monetary system of 
arbitrary manipulation of the paper dollar by politically motivated decision-makers. Best of all, 
however, Dr. Sennholz presents his persuasive case in language that most laymen will be able to 
understand and put to use. 

A Plague on Both Your Houses 

Throughout his book, Dr. Sennholz attacks the widely accepted erroneous notions that 
guide the majority of contemporary monetary policymakers on the so-called Left and Right. In 
Sennholz' view, conservative Republican monetary manipulation is just as harmful to the 
economy as intervention by liberal Democratic counterparts. He condemns the "notions that 
politicians must issue and manage money because the people are unfit to manage their own, that 
economic prosperity and expansion depend on the issue of more money, that gold and silver are 
in short supply, that economic depressions are caused by shortages of money, that inflation 
springs from individual greed and the desire for higher incomes and prices, that politicians and 
officials are valiant inflation fighters, and that the U.S. dollar has won its battle over gold ...." 
After the author has completed his careful analysis, the only viable and logical conclusion is to 
separate the control of money from the state and its politically motivated bureaucratic 
manipulators. 

Dr. Sennholz states that the world's monetary system, based on the fiat dollar and 
manipulated by the Fed, has brought chronic indebtedness and financial ruin to most of the Third 
World. After more than twenty years of the Fed's deliberate inflating and easy credit policies, 
debt-ridden Third World nations have become de facto colonies of a few large international 
banks based in New York, Chicago and other money centers. Today, the situation is so serious 
that most of these Third World debtor nations can barely produce enough annual income to 
service the interest payments on their loans, much less retire the principal. 

Advocates claim that such international development loans and aid help Third World 
nations to prosper and become economically competitive. But Sennholz charges: "Throughout 
the world, U.S. funds were building socialism .... The money [loaned to the Third World] has 
been squandered by socialist regimes oppressing their people and repressing economic life." 
After "having wasted billions of dollars on grandiose schemes to glorify governments and make 
socialism work, dozens of governments are in default or are pleading for debt rescheduling." 
Strong anti-American feelings in the Third World are perhaps the least of the consequences. Of 
more serious concern is the danger that, should any of these debtor nations -- such as Brazil, 
Argentina, Mexico or Poland -- ever default on their loans, the shock-waves moving through the 
financial markets could topple many large American banks, and in turn throw the entire domestic 
economy into a crippling depression. 

The recent sharp decline in world oil prices could be the straw that breaks the camel's 
back. Mexico, which owes over $96 billion to the international bankers, sells oil produced by its 
nationalized oil industry to service its debt. 

Dr. Sennholz further charges that in addition to wreaking havoc with the world economy, 
"the paper dollar standard is an important factor in our [domestic] industrial depression and 
economic disintegration." A depreciating dollar destroys incentives and productivity. Inflation 
also injects uncertainty into the economic decision-making process causing the entrepreneur to 
act more like a gambler than as a wise investor and manager. 

Paper money also creates chronic balance-of-payment deficits. The worldwide problem 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


of a trade imbalance, writes Sennholz, "signals the flow of dollar-standard money from the world 
monetary authority, the Federal Reserve System, to all corners of the world." 

Sennholz also states that the paper dollar has helped to produce the phenomenon known 
as "deindustrialization." As factories shut down and locate in greener pastures overseas, domestic 
unemployment rates are increased. 

Monetarists' False Solution 

Milton Friedman, the best known advocate of the Monetarist or Chicago school of 
economics, is a vocal champion of economic freedom in all matters except money. Instead of 
permitting freedom of economic choice across the board, Friedman and his fellow Monetarists 
support a monetary system managed by wise, impartial bureaucrats. 

Dr. Sennholz shows that the Monetarists create a dichotomy by separating money from 
the rest of the economy. He says the monetary system should be liberated from the heavy hand of 
government intervention for the same reason that markets should be free to regulate themselves 
via the market process. 

In recent years, because of a managed fiat currency, consumers have had to contend with 
such extremes as double-digit inflation and interest rates, radical swings in the stock market, and 
violent boom and bust cycles in the economy. These extreme economic fluctuations have 
bankrupted thousands of businesses and forced millions into unemployment. But the 
Monetarists, faithful to their economic dogmas, still cling to the delusion that "economic activity 
has become more stable because of the 'dethroning of gold" and its replacement with a fiat 
dollar. Even in the face of overwhelming empirical evidence soundly refuting their economic 
theories, they persist in advocating better management by the Federal Reserve to "stabilize the 
price level." 

In pursuit of their goal of economic stability, the Chicago school adherents also argue for 
"a steady increase in the stock of money at a fixed annual rate, as a means of achieving economic 
growth and full employment." Sennholz dismisses this fallacious approach with "its frantic 
search for stability." He explains that "there is no absolute monetary stability." Like it or not, we 
live in a dynamic economy that serves consumers in an ever-changing world. "Money," argues 
Sennholz, "is no yardstick of prices ...." It is "subjective, as well as objective. Exchange values 
continually fluctuate and, in turn, affect the exchange ratios of other goods at different times and 
to different extents." 

The author further disputes the Monetarist doctrine that an annual "expansion of the 
money stock of three to five percent would be sufficient to generate the business cycle." In its 
analysis of business cycles that calls for "reinflation" to lift the economy out of depressions and 
recessions, the Chicago school is guilty of "mistaking symptoms for causes." The pursuit of price 
stability and reinflating to cure economic slumps would, in Sennholz' words, "make matters 
worse" and in the end, by using the power of the state, would cause more severe "economic 
disruptions." 

Supply-Side Managed Money 

The 1980 presidential elections spawned a new breed of economic counselors and 
experts. They professed to have "a new vision of economic growth and prosperity for all, a new 
perception of a brighter future through tax reductions and a return to a gold standard." In 1980 
and 1981, names like Jack Kemp, Robert Mundell, Arthur Laffer, and Jude Wanniski were 
repeatedly seen in the pages of the Wall Street Journal and other important financial 
publications. Supply-side economics became the talk of Washington as countless self-proclaimed 
experts drew "Laffer Curves" on cocktail napkins to prove the validity of the latest theoretical 
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economic fad. 

Sennholz disagrees with the supply-siders' tendency to "readily accept the Keynesian 
frame-work" and assumptions. Like their Keynesian colleagues, supply-siders use a "holistic and 
collectivistic" approach that seriously flaws their analysis. Further, their promises tend to be 
popular among politicians and politically active groups because their ideas are packaged to stress 
the maximum "political appeal." Tax cuts for the weary taxpayer are coupled with promises of 
increased revenues for the government. To win the support of business, supply-siders also 
project an increase in productivity and greater efficiency. 

Sennholz counters with the hard reality "that the real burden of government is not the 
weight of taxation, but the dead weight of government spending." The only way to achieve the 
booming economy envisioned by the supply-siders is radically to cut the budget and the size of 
the federal government. Sennholz adds that this is a painful truth "Which supply-siders diligently 
seek to avoid." 

He also refutes and disposes of their misguided and blemished views on the gold 
standard. Supply-siders disagree among themselves on which specific type of gold standard they 
would prefer. Kemp and Mundell, for example, advocated a return to a Bretton Woods system of 
the 1950s and 1960s. Laffer proposes a pre-1933 gold standard controlled and managed by the 
Federal Reserve. Wanniski wants to return to a national banking system as outlined by 
Alexander Hamilton and Nicholas Biddle (president of the Second Bank of the United States). 

In Sennholz' view, the one thing which fatally flaws all of these supply-side calls for a 
return to a gold standard is that they are based on a naive and "abiding faith in political money." 
A gold standard to the supply-side camp is not a way to restore and increase personal freedom. It 
is instead merely a tool to help Federal Reserve authorities, and the politicians who appointed 
them, more efficiently manipulate the national economy in order to achieve their particular goals 
and objectives. 

Sennholz closes his brief book by calling for a termination of the money monopoly. He 
writes: "Sound money and free banking are not impossible; they are merely illegal. This is why 
money must be deregulated." His book is a refreshing and optimistic presentation of a viable 
alternative to the present world monetary system based on floating irredeemable currencies 
managed by selfish money manipulators. There is an option to the present chaotic world 
monetary system which yields economic oppression, injustice, and grinding poverty. That option 
is the restoration of honest money and economic freedom. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


VIEWPOINT/ Robots 


More Efficient 
VIEWPOINT/ John 
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A syndicated columnist, the author's latest book is 
A Life With the Printed World. 
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Newsletter editors have published the following views about the economy and about 
various world trends. 


Hans Black stands by his previous target of a 1700 to 1800 DJI for 1986 in Interinvest 
Review And Outlook for January 2nd. He expects the market to undergo a buying panic 
sometime during this year. His advice is to sit back and enjoy this bull market. (Box 1585, 
Boston MA 02104) 

Bergers and Merrill put great stock in their Precious Metals Indicator in the January 
issue of The Richard Bergers-Paul Merrill Futures Commentary. While generally bullish 
enthusiasm remains at a low level, they now clearly suggest that "the inflation 'weather' is 
already in the process of changing back to reflation." (800 West 6th Street, Los Angeles CA 
90017) 

Tony Henfrey states in the Gold Letter for January 2nd that precious metals have made 
an important cycle low and are now poised for a major upside breakout. Look for silver to 
outperform the other metals. The South African gold shares have taken a drubbing, but the 
political dust is settling, bargains abound, and they will now outperform the North American 
gold Shares. (Box 9137, Allentown, PA 18105) 

Ian McAvity in Deliberations for January 8th advises selling into the current upside run 
in the stock market and "to get very liquid in anticipation of a bear market that may dominate 
most of 1986." He also thinks upward inflation pressures in early 1986 and continuing weakness 
in the dollar should start impacting gold positively in 1986. (Box 182, Adelaide Street Station, 
Toronto, Ontario, Canada MSC 2J1) 

James McKeever says in the January 6th McKeever Strategy Letter that he will be 
surprised if we end the 1980s without seeing at least a thirty percent inflation rate. But for most 
of this year he looks for it to be "around five percent and maybe seven percent by the end of the 
year: I do not look for a major move up in gold and silver during 1986," he says. (Box 4130, 
Medford OR 97501) 

Richard Band predicts in Personal Finance for January 8th: "The stock market will 
peak during the first quarter of the year in the 1570-1600 range for the Dow. A steep correction 
will follow, dumping the Dow back into the low 1400s -- possibly all the way back to 1250 if the 
Federal Reserve adopts a tighter monetary policy than I now foresee. Late in the year, a new bull 
market will burst forth, erasing most of the Dow's losses." (Box 9665, Arlington VA 22209) 

Lynn Elgert claims in the January 9th issue of The Lynn Elgert Report that the stock 
market is likely to make a five percent correction down to the 1480 level, and then consolidate 
one to three weeks before moving higher. "I do not see a crash, or even a long-lasting deep 
correction from these levels. So, while we remain cautious for the short term, the big picture 
hasn't changed a bit." (Box 1283, Grand Island NE 68802) 

Bert Dohmen-Ramirez says in the January issue of The Wellington Letter that though 
the market is expected to be extremely volatile, "long-term investors should stay with their 
positions." Concerning precious metals, "if you're not in, stay out. If a new bull market develops, 
we don't mind missing the first five to ten percent. In my opinion, betting on a weaker dollar 
over the long term is almost a sure thing." (733 Bishop Street, #1800, Honolulu HI 96813) 

Mary Anne and Pamela Aden say in their Aden Analysis for January 10th: "Overall, 
most of our indicators show that a likely scenario for 1986 is rising precious metals, 
commodities, inflation and interest rates." A recession is unlikely during 1986, they say. (4425 
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W. Napoleon Avenue, Metairie LA 70001) 

Peter Dag claims in the January 13th Peter Dag Investment Letter that the main trend of 
the stock market is still up. "All signs point to continued slow growth in inflation. For this reason 
we believe that precious metals will continue to show a lackluster performance during the next 
several months." (65 Lake Front Drive, Akron OH 44319) 

William Ulrich states in the January issue of Capital Gains: "Our analysts expect 
inflation to burst on the scene in late 1986, and skyrocket a full 425 percent ... from 4 percent to 
a flaming 21 percent in the next 48 months. By mid 1986, we predict that general price levels 
will shift sharply. Although the Dow will continue its boom to record highs, the coming surge of 
inflation will undermine the value of the Dow's gains." (700 Shelard Plaza North, Minneapolis 
MN 55426) 

Donald McAlvany says in the January issue of The McAlvany Intelligence Advisor: 
"This writer believes that the biggest surprise in the 1986 investment market is going to be a very 
strong performance by precious metals; the beginning of the sustained two- to four-year rise." A 
major factor behind this will be the return of rising inflation in the U.S. during 1986, he says. 
(Box 39810, Phoenix AZ 85079) 

John Johnson quotes noted economist Walter E. Williams in the January 8th Daily News 
Digest as saying that many Americans have a major reason to worry. They have put billions into 
Individual Retirement Accounts (IRAs) over which the government has absolute control. One 
day soon we can expect the Washington politicians to cast longing eyes on this huge pool of 
money. Williams would not be surprised to see Congress propose putting IRA funds into 
government securities to back up the failing Social Security fund. (Box 39027, Phoenix AZ 
85069) 

-- W.A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


This column is a review of major financial newsletters and is not intended by THE NEW 


AMERICAN as personal financial advice. 


This column has previously reported on the tremendous proliferation in the schools of 
"global education" programs (November 25, 1985; January 13, 1986). We detailed the insidious 
political propaganda which permeates that type of "education." The amount of attention currently 
devoted to this subject by professional education groups, curriculum developers, state 
commissions, and education journals insures that it will continue to be a matter of major concern. 

Recently we received a copy of a memorandum authorized by an official of the Seattle 
public school system that should be of interest to parents and teachers concerned about this issue. 
Dated April 19, 1985, the memo was issued by "Jim Grob, Rockefeller Project." Grob is the head 
of "Multi-cultural Education" for the Seattle public school system, and the subject of his 
communication is a global education program funded by a grant from the Rockefeller 
Foundation. He directed it to Jim Hawkins, head of the school system's public relations and 
communications office. Under the reference heading "Use of term 'Global Education'," the memo 
contains this: 

Issue: The term "Global Education" is an extreme, political hotpotato at this time. The 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


right-wing Christian groups who defeated Senator George Fleming's bill to 

support International Education programs use "Global Education" as a synonym 

for ATHEISTIC, COMMUNISTIC HUMANISM -- OUT TO DESTROY GOD, 

THE FAMILY AND AMERICAN SOCIETY. They are currently winning a fight 

with the Bainbridge Island School Board over their involvement in the area 

Global Reach program. 

Recommendation: District personnel must show immediate sensitivity to 

this semantic but painfully real fact -- IF WE TALK ABOUT THIS PROJECT 

AS A GLOBAL EDUCATION PROJECT, IT IS LIKELY TO BECOME A 

SOURCE OF INTENSE AND LONG-TERM OPPOSITION FROM AN 

EXTREMELY VOCAL MINORITY. 

Temporarily safe term: Multicultural/international curriculum 
development. [Emphasis in original. ] 
Math Tests and Calculators 

Education Week reports that the Connecticut state board of education recently authorized 
the purchase of 37,000 hand-held calculators for use by eighth-grade students on their state 
mathematics examination. 

Gerald N. Tirozzi, Connecticut's education commissioner, convinced the education board 
that the state-supplied calculators would help the schools "catch up with the rest of society" and 
free students to concentrate on higher-order thinking skills. Lise Heintz, a spokesman for 
Commissioner Tirozzi, explained the move this way: "The purpose is to get beyond how you 
add, subtract, multiply, and divide and into when you do it." 

Dr. Dobson Releases New Films 

The dissolution of the traditional family has been heralded for years by social critics, 
psychologists, clergymen and pundits. To be sure, the family institution has suffered some severe 
blows in the past two decades. Increased divorce, drug abuse, alcohol abuse, incest and family 
violence give some indication of the seriousness of the dilemma. But the family institution is far 
from dead, says Christian psychologist and author, Dr. James Dobson, and we should not be too 
hasty to write its epitaph. 

Few have been as active and effective in defense of the family as Dr. Dobson. Through 
his best-selling books, syndicated daily radio program, films and lectures, he has given 
much-needed hope, assurance, and practical advice to millions of beleaguered parents. Seven 
years ago, Dr. Dobson released his first film series, "Focus on the Family" (also the title of his 
popular radio show and monthly magazine) which has been viewed by tens of millions 
worldwide. 

Now Dr. Dobson has announced the release of a new, six-part film series entitled "Turn 
Your Heart Toward Home." The new films are "an inspirational call for a return to the traditional 
values that make a society great," and deal with not only the common problems associated with 
interpersonal family relationships, but also current family-social issues such as abortion, 
pornography, tax reform and parental rights. Presentations of the series are now being scheduled 
in churches and schools nationwide. This is sure to give a big boost to the growing pro-family 
movement. (Focus on the Family, P.O. Box 500, Arcadia CA, 91006) 

Catholic Pro-Family Programs 

Roman Catholic parents disturbed by shocking sex education curricula and other liberal 
programs prevalent in their parochial schools will find the inexpensive video-taped lectures 
produced by Keep The Faith, Inc. to be very informative and helpful. Talks dealing with 
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education and family issues by Dr. William Marra, Fr. Vincent Miceli, Hamish Fraser, and Fr. 
William Smith are now available on tape. 

Thanks to modern video technology, the popular 1950s and 1960s television programs of 
the late Archbishop Fulton J. Sheen and movies on lives of the saints are also now available. 
(Keep The Faith, Inc., P.O. Box 8261, North Haledon, NJ 07508) 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


VIEWPOINT/ John F. McManus 


Recasting Donald Regan 


A backer of left-wing Democrats in 1980 

One year after Donald T. Regan's appointment as White House chief of staff, the January 
5th New York Times Magazine published a lengthy article about the former Secretary of the 
Treasury. In "How Donald Regan Runs The White House," Times staffer Bernard Weinraub 
painted a picture of a tough but loyal Presidential lieutenant who was anxious to, as Regan 
himself stated, "carry out Ronald Reagan's policies." We are led to believe that Regan has no 
particular political axe to grind, a comforting thought for many inasmuch as he has become "the 
most dominant figure in the Administration after the President." 

Early in his piece, Weinraub recounts Donald Regan's personal history, including his 
willingness to relinquish the post of chief executive officer of the major Wall Street brokerage 
firm Merrill Lynch and Company. Then he inserts the following about the beginning of the 
relationship between the President and his top aide: "Although Regan won the President's 
gratitude by serving as a fund-raiser during the 1980 campaign the two men did not know each 
other well when Regan was named Secretary of the Treasury in Reagan's incoming cabinet." 
But Regan Favored Democrats 

What Timesman Weinraub says about Donald Regan in 1986 stands in sharp contrast to 
what fellow Timesman Hedrick Smith wrote about him in December 1980. President-elect 
Reagan had just named Regan for the post of Treasury secretary and the appointment drew cries 
of dismay from conservative supporters. As Smith put it on December 13, 1980: 

Right-wing conservatives made a frantic rearguard effort early last 

weekend and early this week to try to block the selection of Donald Regan as 

prospective secretary of the Treasury after learning that he had contributed to the 

political campaigns of liberal Democrats .... The primary objections cited by 

[Senator] Armstrong, [Senator-elect] Symms and others are that Regan had 

contributed to the campaigns of such Democratic liberals as Rep. Bob Eckhardt of 

Texas and former Rep. John Moss of California, and that the political committee 

of Merrill Lynch ... the firm which he heads, had made some key contributions to 

President Carter's campaign at a time that Reagan's campaign received nothing. 

Indeed, Donald Regan had even given a personal contribution of $1000 (the maximum 
allowed by law) to Jimmy Carter's 1980 reelection effort against Ronald Reagan. The Merrill 
Lynch political action committee headed by Regan gave $3000 to a Kennedy-Carter Unity 
Dinner and also supplied funds to aid reelection bids of such liberal Democratic stalwarts as 
Cranston, Leahy, Downey, Eckhardt and Dodd. Earlier, the committee had given George Bush a 
nice donation when he was fighting Ronald Reagan for the Republican nomination. 

Hedrick Smith noted in 1980 that some conservatives were able to express their 
discontent with the selection of Regan to the President-elect's inner circle. One member of that 
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This commentary is also syndicated by 
The John Birch Society Features. 


I didn't want to go to school anymore, and I knew good and well you 
couldn't lie around home living off your parents. 


Lessons in economics often come from unexpected sources. Thus it should come as no 
surprise that the latest treatise on the miraculous workings of the free enterprise system is 
presented carefully disguised as the posthumously published autobiography of a famous jazz 
musician. 

Though of primary interest to the ardent jazz enthusiast -- the sort of person who delights 
in reading liner notes and citing sidemen the way a baseball fan will pore over statistics and 
memorize the names of his favorite team's players for a given season -- Good Morning Blues: 
The Autobiography of Count Basie (Random House, 1985) is also a great man's paean to the 
virtues of self-reliance, humility, and perseverance and to the stimulation of fierce but 
good-natured competition. As such, it is also an unwitting condemnation of the powerful forces 
that have striven in this century to weaken those virtues and stifle that stimulation. 

Basie was born in Red Bank, New Jersey in 1904. As a youth he cared for nothing but 
music and show business, dropping out of school at an early age to make an unsteady, nomadic 
living as a vaudeville accompanist, a theater organist for silent pictures, and a piano player for a 
variety of small combos. In New York he had the opportunity to study and imitate such great 
early jazz pianists as Fats Waller and Willie "The Lion" Smith. But it was in Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
while performing with Gonzelle White and the Big Jazz Jamboree, that he heard a swinging band 
called the Blue Devils which proved to be the inspiration, and the talent pool, for the sensational 
group that he would form some ten years later in Kansas City. That band, formed shortly after 
the death of Bennie Moten, with whom Basie had been playing, was soon discovered by jazz 
critic and record producer John Hammond, whose personal interest led to big recording contracts 
and important bookings. 

For the next fifty years Basie's band remained a crowd pleaser, and since their leader's 
death less than a year ago the band has continued to pack the ballrooms and the concert halls 
across the world. In his 1967 book The Big Bands, music critic George Simon explained the 
band's appeal: 
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What has attracted customers -- and has been attracting them throughout the band's career -- 
was its ability to play big band jazz that almost anybody can understand. For the 

Basie band's appeal has always been basically emotional and surprisingly simple 

.... Basie's emphasis upon simple, hummable riffs ... has drawn large audiences to 

his music. 

That Basie did not succumb to sophistication, as many of his contemporaries did, but 
instead maintained a constant respect for the listening public, is a credit both to the man and to 
the environment in which he served his apprenticeship. It was a humbling environment -- an 
environment in which good was never good enough, because a musician could never know when 
somebody better would walk into his club, challenge him to a musical duel, and take his job 
away. Nor did anyone waste time lamenting the unfairness of being forever subject to immediate 
replacement, for a musician who lost one job could always find another somewhere else or, if he 
had to, switch to another line of work, temporarily. 

Basie describes vividly, but without the slightest trace of animosity, the first time early in 
his career that "somebody just came in and took a piano gig away from me." Says Basie: 

There were no hard feelings, because that was not considered dirty or underhanded back 

in those days. That is the way things were, and everybody knew it. If you were 

playing somewhere and another cat came in there and blew you out, he could take 

your gig. 

.... There were no union contracts back in those days. You were on your 

own, and if some cat cut you, what you had to do was go somewhere you could 

cut. 

The competition was keen, and so was the spirit of independence among the musicians. 
Each one was a sort of independent contractor, a small businessman selling himself to a 
bandleader or to the public. Taking risks came with the territory. Always prepared to relinquish 
his position to a superior musician, always eager to supplant someone above him, he was 
continually striving to increase his virtuosity and thereby the likelihood that in any musical 
encounter he would be the victor, not the vanquished. 

"We were pretty game about taking chances," says Basie. "You expected to run into some 
rough going. If you knew anything at all about the kind of life entertainers led, you started out by 
taking that for granted." Like typical entrepreneurs, they were driven more by the challenge of 
doing something exceptional than by the desire to enrich themselves. "Money," says Basie, "was 
not what it was about at all." 

If the point is conceded that the popular music of today compares unfavorably with that 
of the big band era, how can the disparity be explained? Could it be that the environment in 
which young musicians grow up today not only does not encourage excellence in music, but 
actively discourages it? Could it be that Bob Dylan was right when he wailed, "the times, they 
are a-changing," and that his own lack of virtuosity was emblematic of that change? Good 
Morning Blues: The Autobiography of Count Basie may have the answer. 

-- F.R. DUPLANTIER 


OPINION PAST The Sum of Good 
Government 


The following excerpts are from Thomas Jefferson's First Inaugural Address, March 4, 


1801. It was the first speech of its kind delivered by a President in Washington, the federal 
government having transferred from Philadelphia a few months earlier during the last days of 
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the presidency of John Adams. 

Jefferson spoke in the Senate Chamber of the original Capitol. He composed the speech 
without secretarial assistance at Conrad and McMunn's boarding house where he was staying. 
His inauguration was notable in that it was the first to mark a change in the control from one 
party to another. 

The text is taken from An American Primer edited by Daniel J. Boorstin and published 
by The University of Chicago Press in 1966. 


We are all republicans: we are all federalists. If there be any among us who wish to 
dissolve this Union or to change its republican form, let them stand undisturbed, as monuments 
of the safety with which error of opinion may be tolerated where reason 1s left free to combat it. I 
know, indeed, that some honest men fear that a republican government cannot be strong, that this 
government is not strong enough. But would the honest patriot, in the full tide of successful 
experiment, abandon a government which has so far kept us free and firm on the theoretic and 
visionary fear that this government, the world's best hope, may, by possibility, want energy to 
preserve itself? I trust not. I believe this, on the contrary, the strongest government on earth. I 
believe it the only one where every man, at the call of the law, would fly to the standard of the 
law, and would meet invasions of the public order as his own personal concern. Sometimes it is 
said that man cannot be trusted with the government of himself. Can he, then, be trusted with the 
government of others? Or have we found angels in the form of kings to govern him? Let history 
answer this question... 

Still one thing more, fellow citizens -- a wise and frugal government, which shall restrain 
men from injuring one another, shall leave them otherwise free to regulate their own pursuits of 
industry and improvement, and shall not take from the mouth of labor the bread it has earned. 
This is the sum of good government, and this is necessary to close the circle of our felicities. 

About to enter, fellow citizens, on the exercise of duties which comprehend everything 
dear and valuable to you, it is proper you should understand what I deem the essential principles 
of this government, and consequently those which ought to shape its administration. I will 
compress them in the narrowest compass they will bear, stating the general principle, but not all 
its limitations. Equal and exact justice to all men, of whatever state of persuasion, religious or 
political; peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with 
none; the support of the state governments in all their rights, as the most competent 
administrations for our domestic concerns and the surest bulwarks against anti-republican 
tendencies; the preservation of the general government in its whole constitutional vigor, as the 
sheet anchor of our peace at home and safety abroad; a jealous care of the right of election by the 
people, a mild and safe corrective of abuses which are lopped by the sword of revolution where 
peaceable remedies are unprovided; absolute acquiescence in the decisions of the majority, the 
vital principle of republics from which is no appeal but to force, the vital principle and 
immediate parent of despotism; a well disciplined militia, our best reliance in peace and for the 
first moments of war, till regulars may relieve them; the supremacy of the civil over the military 
authority; economy in the public expence, that labor may be lightly burthened; the honest 
payment of our debts and sacred preservation of the public faith; encouragement of agriculture, 
and of commerce as its handmaid; the diffusion of information and arraignment of all abuses at 
the bar of the public reason; freedom of religion; freedom of the press, and freedom of person 
under the protection of the habeas corpus, and trial by juries impartially selected. 

These principles form the bright constellation which has gone before us and guided our 
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steps through an age of revolution and reformation. The Wisdom of our sages and blood of our 
heroes have been devoted to their attainment. They should be the creed of our political faith, the 
test of civic instruction, the touchstone by which to try the services of those we trust; and should 
we wander from them in moments of error or of alarm, let us hasten to retrace our steps and to 
regain the road which alone leads to peace, liberty, and safety.... 

I ask your indulgence for my own errors, which will never be intentional, and your 
support against the errors of others, who may condemn what they would not if seen in all its 
parts. The approbation implied by your suffrage is a great consolation to me for the past, and my 
future solicitude will be to retain the good opinion of those who have bestowed it in advance, to 
conciliate that of others by doing them all the good in my power, and to be instrumental to the 
happiness and freedom of all. 

Relying, then, on the patronage of your good will, I advance with obedience to the work, 
ready to retire from it whenever you become sensible how much better choices it is in your 
power to make. And may that infinite power which rules the destinies of the universe lead our 
councils to what is best, and give them a favorable issue for your peace and prosperity. 


HEADLINES & HISTORY Deadlock of 
the Republic 


The American republic might have taken a sharp turn toward tyranny had a handful of 
political leaders chosen Aaron Burr rather than Thomas Jefferson as its third president. 

A howling snowstorm buried the new capital of Washington, DC in deep drifts 185 years 
ago this month. On February 11, 1801, the U.S. Senate met to count the electoral ballots of the 
sixteen states to decide the presidential election of 1800. Thomas Jefferson had clearly won the 
popular vote, but the votes of the electoral college produced a tie: 73 votes each for Thomas 
Jefferson, a Republican, and for Aaron Burr, a Federalist. John Adams was defeated for a second 
term in the popular election and had received only 65 electoral votes. Jefferson was running for 
president and Burr for vice president on the same ticket, but in 1800 electoral votes were cast for 
an individual candidate, not for a ticket, and tickets were not established along party lines. The 
tie in the Senate forced the House of Representatives to decide who should become the third 
president. 

Jefferson's biographer, historian Dumas Malone, called the election of 1800 "the most 
heated in American history." During the campaign Federalists supporting John Adams had 
charged Jefferson with everything from being a subversive agent of revolutionary France to 
being an atheist. The president of Yale College, the Reverend Timothy Dwight, predicted that if 
Thomas Jefferson became president "we may see our wives and daughters the victims of 
legalized prostitution." 

It was in such an emotionally charged atmosphere that the House of Representatives met 
to make its choice between Jefferson and Burr. Federalist newspapers warned darkly of a civil 
war, and James Monroe, the governor of Virginia, stood ready to convene the General Assembly 
to seek authorization for use of the state militia to put down any plot of "usurpation." 

On February 11th, the House voted nineteen times in a session that went past midnight as 
the snow and wind outside sent the temperatures in the Capitol chamber down to the freezing 
mark. In the following five days, the House balloted 35 times and still deadlock persisted. On 
February 17th, James Bayard of Delaware decided that Burr could not be elected and that to 
continue to support him was excluding "Jefferson at the expense of the Constitution." The 
deadlock was further broken when Delaware, Maryland, Vermont, and South Carolina either 
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abstained from voting or turned in blank ballots. Jefferson won the sufficient number of states by 
default. 

"Outside, the news reached the crowd," wrote Thomas Fleming in The Man From 
Moniticello, "and there were volleys and cheers. Cannons boomed in Virginia and that night at 
Conrad's boardinghouse there was a sumptuous celebration. Candles blazed in the windows of 
dozens of homes. It was in fact a night for rejoicing. The infant republic had passed through the 
worst crisis since its founding." 

Alexander Hamilton perhaps more than any single individual insured the election of 
Thomas Jefferson and the defeat of Aaron Burr. Hamilton, unlike his fellow Federalists, hated 
and distrusted Burr more than he did Jefferson, whom he once had labeled a "fanatic" and 
"atheist." Historians have attributed Hamilton's choice of Jefferson over Burr as the product of 
revenge for the political defeats he had suffered from Burr in New York. 

But Hamilton's judgment of Burr's character led him to conclude that he was a potential 
despot. Hamilton wrote of Burr: "No mortal man can tell what his political principles are: Burr 
will certainly attempt to reform the government a /a Buonaparte. He is as unprincipled and 
dangerous a man as any country can boast -- as true a Cataline as ever met in midnight 
conclave." 

Cataline, the intriguer who almost destroyed the Roman Republic, was not entirely an 
accurate character assessment of Burr, but it was close. Hamilton was far more idealistic and 
dedicated than he is accorded by most historians. He had served with Washington in the War for 
Independence, stage-managed behind the scenes the Constitutional Convention of 1787, worked 
for ratification of the document, and labored long as first Secretary of the Treasury to put the 
infant republic's finances on a sound footing. 

Alexander Hamilton 185 years ago saw in Aaron Burr a lethal peril to all that he and 
others had worked to achieve. His conclusion that Burr was a greater menace to the future of the 
American republic than Jefferson was based on his judgment of the characters of both. 

Historians Charles and Mary Beard, in their 1927 work The Rise of American 
Civilization, pointed out that Hamilton had sought from both Burr and Jefferson assurances that 
the fiscal policies he had put in place would be continued, as well as the neutral policy in foreign 
affairs. Jefferson indirectly offered such an assurance. Burr refused and thus forced Hamilton to 
choose Jefferson. "By this action in the case, Hamilton added fuel to the fire of enmity which 
culminated in his death three years later in one of the most sensational duels ever fought on 
American soil," the historians added. 

Evidence exists that Hamilton, a dead shot, refused to kill Burr in their famous July 11, 
1804, duel due to a mixture of religious and political motives: it was wrong to kill, and if Burr 
aimed to kill it would forever destroy him politically. Burr killed Hamilton and was ruined 
politically. His character, as Hamilton correctly judged, led him to intrigue in 1807 -- to establish 
himself as emperor of Mexico. 

-- JEFFREY ST. JOHN 
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